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In the Hesraica, April, 1886, I gave an account of the Hebrew trimeter, 
and in April, 1887, specimens of the strophical organization of the trimeters. I 
now propose to give some examples of the tetrameter, and in the articles soon to 
follow, to consider the pentameters, hexameters, and the poems of mixed rhythm. 

The tetrameters are measured by four beats of the accent, and are often 
divided by a caesura into two halves, with two beats of the accent in each part. I 
shall first give a poem of equal strophes, and then specimens of strophes of differ- 


ent number of lines. 
1. Psalm x4vI. has three strophes with refrains. The refrain is missing in 


the Hebrew text at the close of the first strophe, but I take the liberty of restor- 
ing it. 

Strophe I. 

1) ADMD | 139 DTN 

IND NY) ISS TRY 

PON VIA | NVIND JD-OY 

om’ 393 | Oo YD3) 

YO MUS Wi? 

Ws om wy 

OY MSS AW 

SPY IN | 137 Dw 


Refrain. 


The strophe is composed of three synonymous distichs. Four lines are te- 
trameters having a caesura in their midst. The last two lines are trimeters, where 
there is no such caesura. It is not uncommon for tetrameters to have occasional 

*2 
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trimeter lines to make the movement more rapid, especially at the beginning and 
at the end of strophes. The refrain is a trimeter in the first line and a tetrameter 
in the second line. 


Strophe II. 


DANY INDw | 9995 WI 
oy "IDUD wD 

DIDN 73) AIWP3 OMAN 
“PI M357 | OTN ANY 
M99 19 | 3 197 

7 san | YAP3 77 

YOY MINIS AW) 

SPV TIN | 197 Daw 


Refrain. 


This strophe is also composed of three synonymous distichs. The second 
line is a trimeter. The last four lines are fine examples of the use of the caesura. 

It seems to me quite possible that “fy originally belonged to the second 
line. This would make both lines tetrameters, and the parallelism would be 
complete. A prosaic copyist would be likely to make such a mistake. 


Strophe III. 


Mi? A YHD | WA 159 
7 ONS DVO’ | OY TWN 
PONT APT | NaN Nsw 
von 3p) | "ae" nev 
DTN (DIN | YH DW 
{NS DMS | O° DMN 
WY PINIS TV ) : 
: - Refrain. 
IP APN 1199 Dawn § 

This strophe is also composed of three synonymous distichs, all tetrameters. 
The traditional text inserts after the fourth line WN5 ye nyoy. This is 
not only a trimeter, but it destroys the uniformity of the poem by making the 
strophe of seven lines instead of six, and by making a tristich ina Psalm com- 
posed elsewhere of only distichs. This line has probably crept in from the 


margin as a kindred idea. 
2. Psalm XIII. gives an example of gradual decrease in the lines of strophes, 
the first strophe being a complaint, the second a petition, and the third conclud- 


ing with confidence in Jahveh. 
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Strophe I. 


Ay) INDwWH AWM AINA 
139 PION VAN ANT 
DID SY WN TIN TY 
Day 99393 Py AINA 

OY IN DIY TINT 


The traditional text omits JN“ at the beginning of the fourth line, but 
gives it in every other line. This omission reduces the line to a trimeter and 
destroys the symmetry of the strophe. It should be restored. 


Strophe II. 


AON ANT | 99 AYIA 
DDT JLPNTD | PY TNA 
VID? (IN WON? TD 

DIDN 99 9 WY 


Strophe III. 


ANDI IDNA IN) 
yes 39 99 
Sy 599799 | TDD AVON 


The first and second lines of the third strophe are trimeters in order to make 
amore rapid movement. The caesura is evident in the last tetrameter line. 

8. The Dirge of David over Jonathan, 2 Sam. I. 19-27, is a fine example of a 
tetrameter with refrains. There is great difference of opinion as to its strophical 
organization, due to the place of the three refrains. I am of the opinion that we 
have three diminishing strophes, the first and second beginning with the refrain, 
the latter made up entirely of the refrain itself. The refrain varies slightly. Its 
basis is O°) 1953 PR, which appears in the first and last refrain in this 
trimeter form; but, in the second refrain, it is lengthened into a tetrameter by the 
addition of AN I7- TAS . The refrain is still further modified in the first 
example by being preceded by S5>q ymMaa-9y SN yu" NP; in the second 
instance by being followed by 55Pq yoII-9y [1917 , and in the last exam- 
ple by being followed by OMY 955 ITN". 


Strophe I. 


SOM PONDI-9y | ON 3877 
p31 195) PN 


efrain. 


? 
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(a) 
mia yn ON 
NIpwN NSN! MwAN IN 
onws5 m3 | ANwN 7 
DAA MID! AYN 7 
(b) 
SD-ON ya2I3 IT 
MID v7) OD9yY ADD-ON) 
O33 73D Iyad Ow-!D 
rows mun-93 | TINW 13D 
(c) 
p33 29ND | 0°9n oD 
IAN NWI | [AIA Ap 
OP DWN? | TINY IM 
(d) 

OMIT O'DANIA | 19" Tee 
W375) ND! OND) OFA"NSD 
1931 DAN | 17 Ow 

(e) 
M93 TNeMON | ONE N23 
DIT OY | wv OIwI70N 
vnI9 Sy | sary Ayan 


Strophe II. 


MAMAN ONIII|I PR) 
- Refrain. 
SOM Tma~9y ps? | 
(f) 
PT AN | POY A 
MAND IND |) Mays 
DY) DIAN | JNIAN 


Strophe ITI. 


DPN 7D) PR) ain 


andy 95D I79N' § 


7 
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If the refrains were absent or were not in their present position, it would be 
easier to divide the dirge into two tetrastichs and four tristichs, each of these 
being complete in itself. We have marked these by letters attached to the 
text. The first lines of the tetrastichs (a) and (b) are trimeters ; but the other lines 
are tetrameters, some of them with the caesura evident. The Massoretic text 
reduces the tetrameter lines of the first tetrastich to trimeters and the trimeter to 
a dimeter by the use of the Maqqéph, and in the second tetrastich makes the two 
closing tetrameters into pentameters by omitting the Miqqéphs, but this is with- 
out regard to the rhythm. 

In the first tristich (c) the tetrameters are evident with caesuras. In the 
second tristich (d), it is usual to attach OY*}3/7) to OF; this breaks up 
the two tetrameters into three lines, a trimeter, dimeter and trimeter, which is 
hardly likely. Moreover, by arranging as we have done, the caesura appears in 
each line and the thought is stronger and better. In the third tristich (e), the 
caesuras are noticeable. In the fourth tristich (f), we disregard the Massoretic 
accents and restore the lines to their tetrameter form, and thus greatly improve 
the rendering. 

I am distressed for thee, my brother, Jonathan ; 
Thou art sweet to me, thou art very wonderful ; 
Thy love to me, is more than the love of women. 


4. One of the finest odes in the Old Testament is given in Exod. xv. It has 
a refrain which does not appear at the close of the strophes, but is given apart 
from them. It should be placed at the close of the strophes. The strophes 
increase, the second strophe being twice the length of the first, and the third 
strophe three times its length. The refrain is 


FIND FININD | WD TWN ) 


. Refrain. 


DO’ 7979! 135) DD 5 
The movement is clearly tetrameter, with the caesura in the midst of each line. 


Strophe I. 


yes S99) | APTN ty 
WIIDIING PINON | UTNING NTT 
YOU TN | TONID-w9"N AN 
Oo Ay Sm) AD-FNI5D9D 
Ho0-o'3 IIo | yer INI 
ISN“1D3 N03 IT | DD) HAN 
FINI FININD | TT TWN ) 
0°93 7991995) DID § 


Refrain. 
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The caesura is striking in each of these lines. The arrangement agrees with 
the usual division of the lines, except in the second line, which is divided in the 
Massoretic text into two lines, spoiling the movement. Line 6 is a pentameter. 
We find that occasionally at the end of the strophe tetrameters are lengthened to 
pentameters, just as we have seen that they are sometimes shortened to trimeters. 


Strophe II. 
M33 IN) | NT 73" 
DN PIN | NA FW» 
Yop DWI! BNA 37) 
wPD 1D7IN’ | TIAN Nw 
DD WII! POX m7) 
O°) 33 195 9383 
D’ 393 | WAN INSP 
WN TAN | DIN ION 
DI VINTIN | Pu? PIMN 
) YIVINA | 397 PN 
D’ D5 | INNS De’ 
ON DDD NAD yd 5s 
FINI ANID | TWD TWN ) 


- Refrain. 


D’D 7971 3N DD J 


There is no departure from the tetrameter movement in this long strophe. 
In most of the lines the caesura is plain. In the Massoretic text, lines 5, 6,7 are 


changed into trimeters by the misuse of the Maqqéph. 


Strophe III. 


Mim’ DIN 7995 9D 
wp WINI | 7393 
NOD Fwy | DOAN NN 

(ON VoyIIN | JI" MVD) 
PON Woy | FIONA ANI 
JeIpP MIAN | WHI NIA 
my OD IHL’ 

Avvsd 93" rns Sn 
DITN *DON 197799 IN 
TI IIA? | SND 9 'N 
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ID ’3v" 9D 103 

SIND) ANN | oFy YDN 
JIND WIT | WIN P73 

mT Woy | 33" TW 

MIP woy | Ia Wy 

N93 373 | yoyI0N) yaNIN 
mn noys | qnav pp 
YR 1331) MT wp 

FIND FININD | TTD AVN ) 


- Refrain. 


D'S 7799! 35) DID 5 


In this strophe of eighteen lines there is a single departure from the tetram- 
eter movement. In line 7 the Massoretic text reduces a few of the lines to trim- 
eters by an improper use of the Miqqéph. In the last line f}\f7’ is to be preferred 


to ‘JN. 


We now have a supplementary line which seems not to have belonged to the 
original poem. It is just such asupplement as we often find in the Psalter. 


TW) DAY | Foo" ANT! 


5. The difference between the tetrameters and trimeters may be seen in Psalm 
LXXXIX., where there is a paraphrase of the covenant with David in seven 
strophes of eight trimeter lines each, enclosed in five strophes of twelve tetrame- 
ter lines. We shall give the tetrameter strophes and the opening and closing 


trimeter strophes. 
Strophe I. 


TVR OY | TA ION 
DI TIN YN INIT 
193’ TON DAY *NIDN-D 
D3 NIN JIN oD 

mynd? FD AAD | 

may Id nya | 

WH PIN DAY-Ty | 

NDI WNIT 193) ! 
TT? NID | DvDe 17") 
DVD IPI | FANN AN 
mi? TAY? | pwd 7D 
DON 9393.1 A ADT! 
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There are two things to be noticed in this strophe: (1) The caesura is not very 
evident in any of the lines and is not present in the most of them; and (2) the four 
lines referring to the covenant with David assume the trimeter movement as a 
preparation for the long paraphrase of the covenant itself. 


Strophe II. 
137 D'V/P-TIDI YI IN 
mia yoap 95-5y x9) 
PDD 19 | PNIS TIN 
PONIID FAIVINI| 7 PON 
D'T N33 | Sw AN 
DNSDWN ANN | 93 Nw 
5779 SSNS ANDI AN 
TIN OVD | WY yr 
YIN JOAN | DDW 7? 
DN’ FAN | ANSD) OS 
DANS FAN | 9 Poy 
WI JIv3 | Pow W3In 


In this strophe most of the lines disclose the caesura. There is no departure 
from the tetrameter movement except in the second line of the traditional text. 
This becomes tetrameter by taking ff\jq’ from the following line, so that each 
line will have a divine name in the order 58, 7)’, PYNDY ON. 


Strophe III. 


NII OY! yy FT? 
JD ON | A wh 
IND p99 | DDw) PT 
PID WTP’ | ON) TON 
YIN $Y | OY MUN 
N77 PID VND 77 
pv 951 7 ows 
wy JAP WwI 

TAN WIRY FINDA~D 
WIP ON 7873) 
19349 TT" °D 

13979 INTL WIT 
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This strophe has tetrameter lines mostly with caesuras, until we come to the 
ninth line, which is a half line. This is followed by trimeters, preparing the way 


for the paraphrase. 
Strophe IV. 


MAD N37 IN 
SOND) PVN? 
NII Iy Wy NN 
Dy TN M27 
IY TNT CANSD 
YAN ‘wp jaws 
WY PIN PAWN 
VISOND *YI AN 


The change of movement here is quite evident. 
traditional text at the beginning, which reads 

VON? fA NII IX 

May IY UNWIN) 


73 


It is obscured by the 


This is quite possible. But a study of the strophe as a whole as compared with 
the following strophes urges to the division of lines that I have made. We now 


omit strophes 6-9 which are all trimeters and give 


Strophe X. 
wos po NVI 
YINN 99 ANDY 
DAN WY PWN 
MANI2 Wspr xr) 
DS Alwh 
AID PAN? INDD) 
YOY 9 NAPA 
wD POY MOA 


This strophe has all trimeter lines except the single dimeter in line five. 


Strophe XI. 


Ayo9 SDN | ANA Ay 
NON WN IOD AYIN 

SOM 79 1°98 ID 

DIN9°95 ANID | Nw AD-dy 
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PYDANY NP | TA? III 
Sine 9 | wb) DID 

JIN DLN PION TN 
JONINI WIP NVI 
PIyY ADIN | 358 It 
D’ay O°97-73 | ND NY 
TT PINN DWT TWN 
WED MAPY IAN WN 


This concluding strophe agrees with the three opening ones in being a 
tetrameter. Many of the lines disclose the caesuras. There is a textual change 
in line three, by inserting *$"JN¥ instead of 9§N , in accordance with line nine. 
The eighth line is the only trimeter. This would become a tetrameter if we 
inserted 9’ , the relative, as we must, indeed, in the translation. The (WN 
is used in lines eleven and twelve. One would expect it here rather than that the 
poet should neglect the regularity of his rhythm. 

There are not so many tetrameters as trimeters and pentameters in Hebrew 
poetry. One of the finest specimens of the tetrameter is the Song of Deborah, 
which is divided into three parts, with three strophes and thirty lines in each part. 
These examples will be sufficient to indicate the various forms of the tetrameter. 


In the next number, I propose to give specimens of the pentameter. 

















THE TEXT OF MICAH,* 
By Pror. HENRY PRESERVED SMITH, D. D., 


Lane Theological Seminary, Cincinnati, O. 


This is the first half of a new commentary on the book of Micah. The 
author, already favorably known for his work in Syriac, ‘‘ found it advisable to 
separate from the commentary proper, all that should precede as preparatory 
work, especially the innuiry concerning the state of the text.’ He had in mind 
to present the text-critical material in its completeness, in order to base upon ita 
judgment of its value and some conclusions as to the method of Old Testament 
text-criticism in general. After a brief introduction and a sketch of the work 
already done in this regard, he therefore takes up the critical material, verse by 
verse, judging its value in each particular case. He then sketches at length ‘* the 
results of the text-critical inquiry.’’ This text-critical part occupies more than 
two-thirds of the book. The remainder is devoted to questions of literary criti- 
cism, with special reference to recent attacks upon the unity of the book. 

As attention is directed, just now, to Old Testament text-criticism, this book 
is one of real importance; for it gathers and presents a considerable part at least 
of the material by which the text of the Book of Micah must be settled. ‘‘ Two 
opinions,” are the author’s opening words, ‘‘ belong to the axioms of recent Old 
Testament exegesis: that the text of Micah’s prophecies is a corrupt text, and 
that in the ancient versions we have the means of correcting it.”’ Without dis- 
cussing the use of the word axiom, these two propositions are certainly very 
widely held; and the present reviewer at least is fully convinced of their truth. 
Let any one who is fairly familiar with Hebrew try to read the book—say espe- 
cially chs. 1. and 1.—and he will be driven to the conclusion that the text has 
suffered materially in transmission. The alternative is to suppose that the 
prophet could not express his thoughts grammatically in his own language. The 
text being admitted to be corrupt, it follows, of course, that the ancient versions 
give us the material for correction so far as correction is possible. Conjecture, to 
be sure, remains; but conjecture can offer no evidence except intrinsic probabil- 
ity as it presents itself to a single mind. 

Professor Ryssel now thinks the former proposition exaggerated, and the 
latter erroneous. In regard to the former we will not dispute with him—corrup- 
tion may be more or less. He actually concedes some amount of it himself. But 


* Untersuchungen tiber die Textgestalt und die Echtheit des Buches Micah, von Lic. Dr. Vic- 
tor Ryssel, a. o. Prof. an d. Universitat Leipzig. Leipzig: Hirzel. 1887. viii and 284 pages. 8vo. 
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it is nothing less than a misfortune that such a scholar should take out a brief 
against the assertion that we have in the versions a help to the correction of the 
text. If he proves his point, he leaves the corruption (which he admits, in small 
measure at least) incurable. In fact he does himself concede some instances 
where the versions have preserved a better reading, and these concessions alone 
invalidate his argument. It would have been better had he not set out to do so 
much. The greater part of his book is not really an argument against any use of 
the versions, but an argument against a vicious use of them. In this respect it 
has real value. If the criticism of the Old Testament text is ever to be a science, 
it must be conducted on fixed principles, and these principles must be settled by 
thorough discussion. Professor Ryssel’s discussion is thorough and candid; and 
although I think him biassed in favor of the Massoretic text, I think his argu- 
ments must be carefully weighed. It seems to me the argument would have 
been put in better shape had it been in the form of a critical text with an appa- 
ratus. It doubtless labors under a disadvantage also in appearing without the 
expository part of the commentary. 

The author’s general remarks on the method of using a version as a source 
for its text, contain much that is good. It is no doubt true that a version may 
be too mechanically translated back into the language from which it was made, 
and so may be made to render variants that never existed. It is true also that 
‘each language has its own characteristic modes of expression,” for which allow- 
ance must be made. That the LXX., for example, renders a singular by a plural 
does not necessarily show that they had a plural form before them. When they 
supply the object or subject so often omitted by the Hebrew, it does not always 
prove that they had a different text from ours. But while allowance should be 
made for these things, too much must not be made. The question in each case 
is one of probability. In Mic. 1v. 2, for example, we have in the M. T. 95 
mop) , the LXX. reads deire ava3auev. Ryssel says that the omission of the con- 
junction is intentional, because the translators took }55 as an interjection. But 
is it not more simple to suppose that a} has been omitted or inserted in one of 
the two Hebrew texts, especially in immediate proximity to another § as here? 
The question, as I say, is one of probabilities; and I suspect that one who 
knows the many chances of error which beset a scribe, will find it generally more 
probable that one of these chances has influenced the text, than that the transla- 
tors made more or less intentional changes in what they were trying to render. 

It is necessary to keep two things apart: first, the collection of variants; 
second, the selection of the true reading. Every one will agree with our 
author when he says that to ascertain the existence of a different reading from 
the one current with the Massoretes, is not to show that that reading is the true 
one. Of course not; but to make the comparison we need all the variants fairly 
before us. Prof. Ryssel minimizes the quantity of these to his utmost ability. 
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He seems to go on the principle that, if by any ingenuity or refinement (perverse 
or otherwise), the translators could possibly have twisted the text into the mean- 
ing they give, we must not assume that their text was different from ours. For 
example, he ascribes to the versions frequent alterations on account of the paral- 
lelism. But when we reflect that the parallelism of members is by no means one 
of the prominent features of Micah’s style, and that, even in the Hebrew poetry, 
attention has been directed to it, so far as we know, only within the last hundred 
years, we must feel that he is ascribing to the translators more knowledge than 
they actually possessed. T'he simple alternative here also is to suppose that the 
original parallelism has often been obscured by the carelessness of scribes. 

In order to admit as few variants as possible, the author makes many asser- 
tions in regard to the versions which are not susceptible of proof, and where the 
possibility at least always remains that a variation in text existed. It would 
have been better to err the other way, and to have counted the possible variant. 
At the risk of becoming tedious, I wish to consider some of these assertions. At 
the very beginning we find: ‘‘ The LXX. changed the opening words FR)’ 54 
rr VWs , choosing the more historical phrase which is very common in the Old 
Testament (FY WD 7"). He adds: ‘ The LXX. certainly had the ordinary 
text before them.’’ The evidence is certainly the other way; and if an intentional 
change has been made, it is more probably one that conformed the opening words 
to the ordinary title, than the reverse. In 1. 2 we have $55, for which the 
LXX. gives Adéyovr-—* It is most probable that the translator inserted Adyove, 
which he thought to be necessary........ and then neglected O55), especially as 
he translates the following no) loosely by kai wavrec of év aity.”? But the dif- 
ference between the two cases is world-wide; the second case is a fairly exact 
translation, the former is no translation at all. Even if the author’s ingenious 
hypothesis could be proved true, it would still leave us a variant; for the testi- 
mony of the LXX. would be against the existence of O55 at all. 

In t. 5 the common text has: ‘“‘ For the transgression of Jacob is all this, and 
for the sins of the house of Israel. Who is the transgression of Jacob ? is it not 
Samaria ? and who is the high places of Judah? is itnot Jerusalem?” The word 
5 (high places) is, to say the least, surprising. The LXX. has dwuapria oixov. 
Ryssel remarks (p. 15): ‘‘ Although the LXX. and Peshitto translate as though 
they read FINYM, yet this hypothesis is not absolutely necessary, because this 
translation may be explained on the theory that perfect parallelism was aimed at. 
ssa From the translation of the Targumist who paraphrases (Where have sin- 
ned—{)f}—those of the house of Judah ?), on the other hand, we may conclude 
that the reading PINON was found in MSS. along with the reading of the text. 
....That two [Hebrew] MSS. have AINYM %%) on the margin is of no impor- 
tance whatever.” As will be seen, the author will decide against the M. T. only 
in case of absolute necessity, ignoring again the fact that textual criticism is a 
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matter of probabilities. On the side of ANIM, we have LXX., Peshitto and 
the Targum; for as between the two readings in question, the Targum certainly 
favors this one. While now we may suppose Peshitto influenced by LXX., the 
Targum is entirely independent of it. We have the concurrence of two witnesses 
against one, and even that one has traces of the original reading in the marginal 
notes cited by Prof. Ryssel. Prof. Ryssel argues against the probability of AYY3 
being a corruption of MNYM. But it is probably not a case of derivation of one 
of these from the other, but of }%§5 from 4’, which is testified by the two 
principal witnesses, LXX. and Targum. 

In 1. 10 we read )7°34 SN M35 , for which LXX. has oi év T20 yu) weyariveote, 
which, of course, points to Jo}. The Peshitto reads rejoice not (59959). 
Yet Prof. Ryssel says ‘“‘it can scarcely be supposed that the translators found 
these readings in their text.””, How we can suppose anything else is difficult to 
see; “}93;7 is a very common word, with which, therefore, the translators were 
perfectly familiar, Considered by itself, the phrase in which it occurs is perfectly 
intelligible, the translators had no need to improve it by conjecture. In fact, we 
can think of no reason why they should translate as they did, except that they 
read in their text the words they respectively rendered. Dr. Ryssel suggests that 
it is a case of indistinct or faded writing, in which they were obliged to guess at 
the word. But if this is so, it does not authorize the conclusion that ‘4993/5 is 
certainly the only correct reading.’”’ The existence of three variants makes the 
supposition of indistinct writing very plausible; but if this be assumed, why 
should the latest reading of all (as to its testimony) be assumed to be original ? 
The author asserts that the words are borrowed from 2 Sam. 1. 20; but how 
does he know that? Would not a scribe be influenced by that passage to change 
this one into conformity with that, rather than the other way? These questions 
show. I think, that Prof. Ryssel has not clearly thought out the process of manu- 
script transmission. 

The very difficult passage, beginning with this verse, gives occasion for dis- 
cussion in almost every word, and the text is evidently corrupt—perhaps hope- 
lessly so. Ryssel discusses the variant readings (or variant translations) at con- 
siderable length, and gives on every page evidence of his learning and industry. 
But his results as to the correction of the text are the same as above. He gets 
no real help from the versions. We shall be curious to see what he will make of 
these verses in the positive and constructive part of the commentary. In con- 
trast with his conservatism as regards the use of the versions is the freedom with 
which he occasionally uses conjectural emendation. In regard to the words last 
discussed (verse 10a) he says (p. 22) ¢‘ all these facts lead to the conjecture that 
the words were originally written on the margin to point out that the paronoma- 
siae of the following verse were constructed on the scheme” of 2 Sam. 1.20. In 
like manner the following three words “are to be erased as spurious.”” Two 
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thirds of a verse then are erased on supposed internal evidence alone, against the 
testimony (to their existence at least) of all the versions; while the testimony of 
the versions, however strong, is not admitted.1 

The author’s method is, perhaps, sufficiently characterized by the examples 
already given. It is, at any rate, fairly represented by them. Everywhere he 
finds that a different reading (from the M. T.) “can scarcely be thought of” 
(p. 43); he finds that the difference in the versions “‘ only shows that they tried, 
with more or less success, to understand and render the text” (p. 58); ‘the LXX. 
changed the plural masculine into the feminine singular, because they had in 
mind the people of Israel” (p. 55); ‘‘the translation of the LXX. of course 
{natiirlich] does not go back to a different reading” (p. 58); ‘‘it is easily seen that 
the LXX. thought necessary to read "NYS instead of WYN , while the converse 
is not supposable”’ [undenkbar] (p. 62); in v. 8 the LXX. perversely ‘‘ inserted an 
and (in one place) because they began a new sentence, and omitted the } before 
‘5 because they joined this to the preceding words ; here, then, the LX X. seem 
to have the M. T. before them” (p. 85). This example is instructive enough to 
dwell upon a moment. The pivotal point is in the words )5%5 YON » where 
LXX. omit. As will be seen, the preceding word ends in the same letter. In 
such a case the insertion by error is more probable than the omission. Add to 
this that the structure of the verse is more regular without this and: 

‘* And he shall stand and pasture in the strength of Jehovah, 
In the glory of the name of his God they shall dwell; 
For now he shall be great unto the ends of the earth.” 

Certainly one would say, if the admission of the versions is ever allowable, 
it is allowable here, not only as testifying to the existence of a variant, but as 
having preserved the original reading and construction. 

Without giving a number of similar assertions which I have marked, allow 
me to notice what I suppose to be the root of the difficulty—a lack of clearness as 
to the origin and value of the Massoretic text. Of course I do not desire to un- 
dervalue that text, and have always guarded myself against extravagant statements 
of its faults. That it has faults is now generally admitted. Prof. Ryssel’s state- 
ments lead logically to the conclusion that it has no faults; or if it has any, that 
we are powerless to correct them. In one place he uses the following language: 
“The text [of the LXX.] is more corrupt than the Massoretic, and this is explained 
by the fact that, at the time when the Greek translation was prepared (third cent- 
ury B. C.), as yet no care had been given the Bible text, and no firm tradition had 
arisen concerning the text and the exposition—such tradition as by then existing 


1 Prof. Ryssel rejects the current translation of 133 (= 13}’3 in Akko), on the ground that 
Micah has a distinct geographical situation in eye, naming only Judaite localities. 
recognize (or does not state) that a reading found in some MSS. of the LXX.—EyBakeiu would 


point to a Judaite locality—Bochim. 


He does not 
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means was able to collect valuable material which benefited the later versions. 
Besides, the numerous variations of the LXX. are explained, not properly by a 
different type of text, but by imperfect comprehension of it. This was the im- 
mediate consequence of the fact that the text was less exactly fixed, in that, 
besides the vocalization (which indeed was later than the other versions, but was 
partially replaced by the Jewish tradition), the vowel letters were frequently lack- 
ing; and further, the familiarity with the contents of the biblical books, and even 
the knowledge of Hebrew, since it was no longer a spoken language, certainly did 
not stand as high as later, in the time of the Jewish academies in Palestine, and 
again in Babylonia, which [academies] assisted the fixation of the text by vocali- 
zation, probably also the targumic and Syriac translators, certainly [nachweisbar] 
also Jerome”’ (p. 185). 

I think I have rendered this sentence with tolerable correctness, though I 


confess it does not seem perfectly clear. The question it raises is this—Has the 


author any clear idea of the origin of the M. T.? He speaks of that text as fixed 
by tradition at the time of the vocalization by the Massoretes. He knows that at 
an earlier period the text was not yet fixed in this way, and was less furnished 
with vowel letters. Now it would seem to be obvious that the later fixation can- 
not claim any advantages over the earliest unfixed text, except as a commentary 


isan advantage. The commentary tells us what are its author’s views of his text— 


the punctuation tells us what its authors supposed to be the meaning of the text. In 
neither case can we be excused from ourselves going back to the (consonantal) 
original, and consulting every other commentator (such are the early versions also), 
giving preference to the one which on internal grounds best interprets his author. 
Prof. Ryssel says that the Old Testament books went through a time when the 


text was less carefully treated than later. In that period it suffered corruption. 


Later the Jewish scribes treated it with greater care and fixed it in its present 
form. But what was it that they so carefully fixed and preserved for us? Evi- 
But where it was corrupt 


dently a text which had been previously corrupted. 
Evidently not.* For it 


had they any certain means of restoring its earlier state ? 
is one of the axioms of the text-criticism that the original reading can be restored 
when preserved in one of the various readings in our possession. Text-criticism 
as ascience must work with variants, and these notoriously the Massoretic editors 
had not. The most these editors could do was to hand down the text as it came 


to them, without further change.. Their fixation of the text embodied a tradition 


also which had confessedly grown up after the time of careless transmission. 


Such a tradition has doubtless great value, but its value is secondary to the earlier 
tradition embodied in the LXX. The earlier in point of time must be better. 
According to Prof. Ryssel the later MSS. of the New Testament must be the 
most valuable. In them, too, we have a text fixed by tradition. But it has long 
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been recognized that the tradition must be disregarded, and that the earliest docu- 
ments have the greatest weight. 

It seems then that our author labors under a false impression in the weight 
he gives to the M. T. This is perhaps indicated also by his respect for Jewish 
‘‘authorities.”” In one case we have a verb now pointed as Piel, which three of 
the versions give as Pual. The reading as Pual is found also in Hebrew MSS. 
(nine in number) and editions. In favor of the Piel as original and correct read- 
ing (says Prof. R.) we have the best authorities (cf. Norzi), Ibn Ezra, Kimchi, Ibn 
Ganach and others. How these authorities knew the original reading is the ques- 
tion. That their reading is correct, according to the decision of the punctuators, 
is a very different matter. 

One other point may be briefly mentioned. Prof. Ryssel gives rules for the 
criticism of the Old Testament text. The third of these rules lays emphasis upon 
the commonplace that the more difficult reading is to be preferred. It is greatly 
to be regretted that the author did not more carefully analyze some cases, in order 
to show us what he understands by the more difficult reading. The reading 
which gives us nonsense is really more difficult than another which makes sense ; 
the ungrammatical reading is more difficult than the grammatical. The fact is, 
the rule has only a qualified value. It applies to one class of cases—where a less 
common word has been replaced by one more familiar. Here it is intrinsically 
probable that the more familiar word has taken the place of the other. But these 
cases are not a majority by any means. The corruptions of the text which arise 
from a scribe’s carelessness (interchange of similar letters, homeoteleuton, repeti- 
tion of letters, omission of words), from the influence upon his mind of parallel or 
similar passages, and from the illegibility of MSS.—these make up a considerable 
majority, and in regard to these the canon is of no use. If we are to have a gen- 
eral rule, it ought to be stated in the form given it by Westcott and Hort—‘ That 
reading is original which will account for the existence of the others.” 

The space already occupied will not allow me to consider Prof. Ryssel’s essay 
on the genuineness of the Book of Micah. The length of this notice will testify 
to my interest in the subject of text-criticism and his discussion. 


*3 
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THE NESTORIAN RITUAL OF THE WASHING OF THE DEAD, 
By Isaac H. HALL, 


New York City. 





One of the manuscripts recently acquired by the Union Theological Seminary 
in New York, consists of ‘‘ The Service of Obsequies ;”’ or, as stated in the colo- 
phon, ‘‘ The Order of the Obsequies of Every Class, Men, Women, Youths, and 
All Ages and All Conditions.” It treats of each class separately, giving rituals 
and rubrics, sometimes merely referring to other books for the words of a Script- 
ure passage, a dirge, a response, etc., and sometimes giving them at length. The 
manuscript is on paper, 148 leaves (296 pages), in quiniones, bound in heavy 
boards covered with leather, but now somewhat dilapidated. Size of book, 9x7 

2} inches; of written page, 6 x 4} inches; about 19 lines to the page, running 
clear across, or in only one column. It is written in a beautiful Nestorian script, 
pretty fully pointed, with abundant rubrication, and somewhat ornamented here 
and there. The book was finished, as the colophon says, in the year of the Greeks 
2046, on the 5th day of the month of Ab, on the 4th Tuesday of Summer; which 
corresponds to Tuesday, August 5th, A. D. 1735. It was written in Targawar, 
in the village of Darband, by Priest Warda, son of the late Lazarus, one of the 
sons of Mar John, bishop of Adorbigan. 

At the beginning of the book is the “ Ritual (or Custom) of the Washing of 
the Departed,’”’ which has proved so interesting to those who have heard it trans- 
lated, that it seems proper to send a copy of the text and a translation to HE- 
BRAICA. In copying the text, most of the points are omitted, since the matter is 
clear enough without them. The following is the text.’ It occupies a few lines 


over three pages of the manuscript. 

words] qatees + Dakopo [pits [dee, | Zaldyats Gace . Zh Hy me ae 
wnddes DoS ad cadass . unalogenly qadcy vo . bulged pity cay 
yl op ep ajo; aso . wndelo cuss at - body? izle 
she» oped vo] Sage Lops Lado args) acento cipine « [Ducozs [aLw 
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Ss aS qt qo ~ [haw Joy os] Home « wmastacd bes Lay 
wade] SS oS catend ipo . umatyn oadadc axis a uave + gas 
piso eadase ad ecdate cpio . Dude unasiae co WOES ceenasos 
whee yal «Hew Fe aN cemadvo . 25) ANZ aa} SS mvc fiaopo 

© C120) Dame 
ope [eps as So Badge magnate i. Ltom caps Hl 0m Lipa do 
ewe Ho . dace fisiny apo. adage [eps Latoy op] aueate eo 
mqnaicn dare. pas che Padasy ads Lie adi fi] . mtowey Ce [dead 
» Dubay ide any, [ops . umday wots ce atesaye alidood be -o 
pod <2) la qace) mee + + wmasias cio Awd woos ceeatc ce 
Lwmopae woes 3X ckeo .aksop> ad Jats Jamnpo asad aX Luly cao 
Sekt, 7] Hey daady ¢ bp] De aS cites « othe aS Udas 
pr cele. gto oe onan? ly Lmsago joni fly «ads So flo mss 
(Hees water al «ue po faoped Jon SIS ey Leay cons, 3 
doc | Zopeney foray yea]. bucprcs odty by ad dad) - en pane 
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—— eles DZ qatcdacvco « fesy7 fdsop> bd as stan + [Dupo 


—o 


p> + woaiepa [ake Lase . [aXtaaso fas aX Gdcaice aX dos 
WSS ad pote . 12] gs . aid 02 [Lo —upasey [ico @ pnicy [prod alto 


we pS aS cadet pac Gade gh . [jd 5d [ado Lace . Aatopo 
fico .}pmo Zod yomislo wnat i ce masts Linco . poo, Lay Loy 
peer Heo . IpooS [pS aS dus . ated ALL foams ce Gpaey 
Wa apy ya}. Def, adc . jpne age Head Aude Lins Ip . booms 


sbade BS adco . wdtcons Jdated aX sive 


TRANSLATION. 


“Tn the name of the Living One who dieth not, we write the Ritual of the 
Washing of the Departed. 

‘1st. They set towards the East the face of the departed, and when they re- 
quire to wash him, they sign him between the eyes [idiomatic for on the forehead] 
with the sign of the cross. Next they wash his head and his face and his whole 
neck as far as his back [i. e., the back of the neck at its base], according to the Re- 


demptive Word [referring to another part of the Ritual]. And then they wash his 


right hand as far as its elbow, also his left hand in like manner. Next they make 
him sit, and dash water upon his right shoulder, and they wash his whole side 
as far as to his knees ; in like manner also his left side. Next they lay him upon 
the spine of his back, and wash his bed [unless aS i is a mistake for —— 

s ‘belly ’], and all his members. And then they lay him upon his face, and 
ei his feet from the knees downward. And then they make him sit, and take 
water in a platter, and dash it upon his head three times, and they clothe him in 
white garments, as in the days of his wedding. 

‘* But if he be a monk, they do not in that manner, but they wash first from 
his head as far as his back [see above]. Then they wash his right hand as far as 
its elbow, and his left hand likewise. But they do not strip off his [monk’s] gar- 
ment from his body, but they dash water upon the garment outside, and the one 
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who is washing him rubs his garment upon his body on all sides, until the water 
{runs off] very clear. Next they wash his feet downward from his knees. Then 
those who are present go out, and a familiar friend [lit., and he who has bold- 
ness toward him] remains with him in his place, and, after his fellows have gone 
out, strips him of his clothing, and dresses him in other clothing. But it is not 
right for him to bring in a cross with him, not at all, by any means; that he 
may not follow the fashion of those who covered up our Lord’s cross [i. e., the 
worldly hypocrites]. 

** And know this, too, that in the rank in which he used to go to the altar 
while living, in that [rank] they shall let him enter the grave. If he were a monk, 
without grade to go in to the altar, according to the rank of his monkhood let 
them thus bring him in. But if he be one out of many, a light, according as he 
used to stand in the service of the church, let them thus bring him to the grave. 

‘* And while they are washing the departed, whoever he may be, they say 
over him the mauthbhé (i. e., kathisma) of the washing, performing it in 
the house of the departed, or upon the roofs, or if they have no place, in the 
church ; according as it is written in the Order of the Departed. 

‘** And when they carry him out, they begin the qalé of the way, and let his 
head be foremost, as it were leaving peace to the household. And when they go 
out from the village, they put the bier in a pure place, and they perform fully 
three ‘inin. Then they take him up and bear him, with qalé and shich- 
laphé, and the priests and the people preceding him, until they come beside the 
grave. 

‘* And when they begin the qala of the approach, Maran atha, they make 
the bier pass first, and the priests and people after the bier, until they come to 
the grave. And they lay the departed on the right hand side of the grave, the 
priests remaining at his feet with their faces toward the grave. 

‘* And when they have finished from the paséq4 three ‘inin, they lower 
the departed into the grave. And when the pas6q4 is ended, the priest throws 
a little dust in the grave, but not in the form of a cross, as foolish people do; and 
they bury completely the dead. And pray [ye] for the sinner.” 

Respecting the technical terms which I have not translated above, the 
maut®bhé, “sessions,” ‘‘seats,” is equivalent to the Greek kathisma, 
meaning originally that part of the service during which the people sat. The 
qala, “voice,” and the shichlaipha, “variation,” are respectively the 
prayer or hymn, generally the latter, and the sentiment used in connection or in 
alternation with it; or, perhaps ‘‘chant” is a better rendering for both. The 
“gala of the way” is, in effect, a processional chant. The ‘inai4 (plural in 
this MS., ‘anain) is an anthem with responses, or antiphonal. The paséqa 
appears to be the “conclusion ;” varying greatly for different classes of people, 
and comprehending several divisions which bear some of the names above given, 
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along with others. These technical terms would be better understood if there 
were space enough to introduce a few samples. 

The text above given is repeated piecemeal, in the shape of rubrics, at the 
appropriate places in the manuscript, except that which relates strictly to the 
washing, which occurs nowhere else in the book. 

The ritual for the burial of priests was translated into English, and published 
by the Rev. George Percy Badger, in his ‘‘ The Nestorians and their Rituals.” 
In another connection he mentions the fact that directions for the washing are 
given; but does not translate them. 














ON THE SEPARATION WHICH MAY TAKE PLACE BETWEEN 
THE 80-CALLED DEFINED AND DEFINING 
NOUN IN ARABIC,’ 


Philippi defines the grammatical nature of the construct state in Semitic 
languages as follows: 

‘“‘It is connecting, in the closest possible manner, one word with another, and 
shows itself in the one following the other immediately and inseparably, in the 
shortening of the first noun, and in the fact that, when the second noun is defined, 
the first is also defined by it.” 

The shortening of the first noun is shown in Arabic by the loss of the Tenwin ; 
in Hebrew, by vowel shortening. To show the effect of the defining force of the 
second noun upon the first, the following example may be adduced. If I want to 
say, in Semitic languages, ‘‘a daughter of the king,” defining — — leaving 


daughter undefined, I cannot use the construct state; e. g., J A ; 0° ie a : can only 
mean “ the king’s only daughter,”’ or ‘‘the king’s daughter to ‘whom we have re- 
ferred.” ‘‘A daughter of the king” must be rendered J L, : j J rdy utr? ‘a daughter 


to the king.’”’ With respect to the point upon which Philippi justly lays stress— 
‘inseparable and immediate sequence’’—there are some remarkable exceptions in 


o- 


Arabic. Such exceptions come under the category of the has ‘* separation ” 


- 


which takes place between the wis ‘attached word,” “first word,” and the 


- 


xt cihetes ‘word to which it is attached,” “‘second word.” Reference is made 
ao". 


to these cases of separation in Wright’s Arabic Grammar, vol. II., 290. It may, 
however, be interesting to the readers of HEBRAICA to see how the matter is 
treated by a native grammarian. The following is a translation from the cele- 
brated ‘‘ Watch-fire ”’ Zz ; of the late Nasif Al-Yazigi: 


ie 


SOs F «@€ 


x yb | cli. last Jprio duass 


‘And generally the separation by the pnie of the viliate or by its Sib ‘noun 
of time or place’ may be used freely.” 


Libs HLiet x 


-- es, 


1 The name of the author of this article has been lost. It will be announced in a later 
number. 
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That is to say, that in the Arabic language cases occur of the separation of 
the _isLa. from the xl sLae by means of the object of the sae or its 
accompanying noun of time and place. And this is the real annexation.! 


GB -0-98e 97 


Spin iLeyi occurs when the . oi isa ovac and the al! vile 


is its hel . With respect to separation by the Spsiie or object we find the 
following line of the Ragiz: 
dis gba? Os elail esas Mint SS ris 


‘* He cuts down the grains of the full ears in the fields as the Mihlags cut down 
the cotton.” That is to say, 


EE ast J5 
As an example of separation by means of the yb we have the words of 
the poet: 
-- -o-% ae ' 9--v-vr ' 
Lae¥ ye py 7 a eek) dale ol) UI 


* After she had seen him who hated thee she burst into tears. What aman is he 
who to-day rebuked her!’’ That is to say, 


chs eee ae 

Px ] = © ad » ad 
And in the merely verbal annexation (jit) 3L31) the sL&s when a 
nomen agentis is separated from one of its objects (the =" ie ee by another 


of its objects, as in the saying, 


o- 3 


a 5 Y 
case Las ol J ~ oul act, x we Jt; Le 
‘‘And he who approaches thee is certain of riches, while others than thou with- 
hold their benefits from the needy.’ That is to say, 


Lai cuss ol 
Or the as in such an annexation can take place by means of the - 


as in the saying of another, 


‘“* Satisfy me with good, that I may not become with my ouley like him who one 
day chiselled a stone with a broom.” That is to say, 





1 Wright’s Arabic Grammar. 
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Logs 5 §Sve waif 
And you already know that an attracted word ri O99 »), With the particle 


which attracts it, is in every respect like the tsarfun, and through this we 
have the saying of the poet, 

Z-0- < oe oe o-f- eek -? 
erledd ByS los GE Wt, LI Y ys v3! & WS! Us 
‘* These too are the brothers in battle of him who has no brother; when he fears 

on any day a blow from the sword he calls upon them.” And the saying of 
another, 
= OK 


ts UISLE Ge IS Les ha Solas Lag g Glas SY 


‘* Behold, thou art accustomed to patience in the battle; thou burnest with it 
whoever opposes fires to thee.” 
And all this may be used freely, in opposition to him who says that it can 


only be employed 559) 3} # to satisfy poetical requirements. (Here Al-Yazigi 


agrees with Th. Malic in his Alfiyya.) Moreover, it occurs in prose je _ We 


have the reading of some, 


rei SIZ ME Gua ge pts obs 


**And the killing of their children by their companions was made to seem good to 

many idolaters.” 

whi) sdb; GLE UT Sac sivG 
‘‘And do not think that God changes his promise to his apostles.”’ 
And the saying of some of the Arabs, 
Lalo, 3 WA] se Lolo, Danis Logs Jy 

‘* Leaving the soul alone one day with its desires is an advance towards its 

destruction.” 

And they allow a separation to take place by means of an oath, as Alkisae 
relates, according to one reading, 


on « y- Soe 2 < rs 
‘¢ This, by God, is the slave of Zaid.” 


An oath vs )) is of the essence of a tsarfun, since it is an attracting 


word ( 


6 
the mudafun has no Spare , And know that this separation is restricted to 


“Fe with its attracted word, and separation is easy by means of it when 





Seis a —— 


Sas ee 
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those cases where the mudaf ’ilaihi is not a pronoun; for then of necessity 
the two must be joined together, and faslun is impossible. Separation has also 
taken place when the mudafun is a yovac and the mudafun ’ilaihi its 


- O- 


object by means of the agent of the ) uan , according to the saying of the poet, 
Ee 


re dey yeh Lode 95 ab Oe sql Lil) df Le 
‘“We have not seen a medicine for love, nor have we lost a lover who has been 

conquered by passion.’”! 

- we $ -=& oe, a t 76,7 -,G,2 --- 
; ever) a> 1 xinblsve ye el yest ce 

This, however, is peculiar to poets, the opposite of the separation between 
the masdar and its agent, examples of which we have already had. For the 
failun virtually precedes; and if verbally it follows, it is still as if the muda- 
fun were inserted with its failun. 

i, 


a 4 - 89 gro - Oe -aeo $,-, of o-*. 2 o-oo 
1955 SU ACTS eleoe OUT, Hibs eal Lailly 
‘“‘And the separation by an adjective may be employed when poetical necessity 


demands it, and a vocative also occurs for a like purpose; but both are sel- 


dom used.”’ 
As an illustration of faslun by means of an epithet, we have, 


yb eesi ee el oil ye Me coll bas e555 
“*T escaped, but Al-Maradi had already welted his sword from the son of Abu 
Talib, the chief of the valleys.” 
That is to say, 


-B- o- - eS ) 
And by means of a vocative, as in the saying of another one, 
oe Semi» ae te +4 cS 34s? o4? 9 65, tae 
pie & MEG BOGS dass yo UW die ae Cat GL, 
“The agreement by Caab with Bujeir saves thee from the hastening of destruc- 


tion and from remaining forever in hell.” 
That is to say, 


9 o4,e ’ a, 
Both of these are said to be x...” 4/L, ; for neither the phrase mi) maid 
7} . a ines nga 


nor the vocative _.»f is a ier to the madafun. 


1 Irrespective of the faslun the construction in this sentence is not easy. See for illustra- 
tion of it Wrigt, IT., § 27b, 3, p. 60:— 
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The faslun can also take place by means of a condition, as in the saying of 
some, 
- EB» Fw = & Pe Pa 
ds! UY sli VI ede lds 
“This, if it please God, is the slave of thy brother.” 
And also by means of an extraneous maf‘ul or tsarf, as in the words of 
the poet, 


3 -G 
Wie sST x57 slo ees us itty) Myansl 505 Lael icin 
‘*She waters generously her toothbrush with the moisture of her saliva, just as 


the Rasaf holds back the water of the mountain.” 
Or the saying of another, 


9 9 oF w foe 
de yea! Cyl 5x42 logs GK SECT be a 
“Just as a book was written one day by the hand of a Jew, writing the lines 
nearer or farther from one another.” 
In the first instance the general order would be, 


Ugiiiy 505 Mmall giias 
In the second instance the order would be, 


loge S0pg2 wid 
The faslun, however, is little in use, and its imitation is to be avoided, 
for the mudafun ’ilaihi is really part and arcel of 
polit é ph 35 3 ; 1 yp P 


the mudafun ; and therefore faslun between them is strange, “except that 
the faslun by means of ma‘mulun is easier owing to the connection between 
it and its agent. Therefore they have permitted this extensively. 














TWO CRUCES INTERPRETUM, PS, XLV. 7 and DEUT. XXXIII, 21, 
REMOVED.’ 
By PROFESSOR GIESEBRECHT, 
Greifswald. 


I. Psatm XLV. 7. 


The following exposition has, perhaps, a general interest because the passage 
belongs, on account of the use made of it in Heb. 1. 8,9, to the more familiar ones 
of the Old Testament. Now, in reference to the following verse, the view is 
already somewhat prevalent that it is altogether false to translate by addressing 
the (messianic?) king, ‘‘ Therefore hath anointed thee, O God! thy God,” ete. 
For, in this and the remaining so-called Elohim Psalms, the original >>)’ has 
been corrected by a reviser to O°ON, and the original text accordingly read, 
“* Therefore hath anointed thee Jahve, thy God,” etc. 

This consideration has led me to an easy and, as I believe, also correct emen- 
dation of the previous verse, which the Epistle to the Hebrews translates, accord- 
ing to the LXX., ‘‘ Thy throne, O God, endureth from everlasting to everlasting.’’ 
It seems to me that there is no doubt that (as also Olshausen asserts) grammatic- 
ally the translation of the LXX. is the only correct one, and would have to be 
unconditionally accepted if there did not arise against it the weightiest material 
difficulties. When Hupfeld, over against this, takes O9ON as a genitive to 

NDS, and regards this construction as entirely unobjectionable, it appears to 
me that, in this case, this philologist, at other times so skillful, showed some 
human weakness. Aug. Miiller, on the contrary, expresses himself in his Hebr. 
Schulgrammatik, p. 225, rightly with caution on the construction here accepted by 
Hupfeld, according to which a suffix can enter between the construct state and its 
genitive. The proofs cited for this by Ewald and others, all succumb to well- 
grounded objections; cf. the LXX. to Ps. LXxI. 7 and Lev. xxvi. 42; the text of 
Cornill to Ez. xvi. 27; the parallel verse, Ps. xvi. 33, to 2 Sam. xx11. 33, for 
Lev. vi. 3; the old versions, etc. The forced conjectures which Olshausen has 
made for the correction of this difficult passage, have no real positive value, but 
only the negative import of pointing out the seat of the evil. Olshausen rightly 
misses a verb. 

Starting from these facts, I venture the following conjecture: 

1. As often in the Elohim Psalms, so here also DITION has been written by 
a reviser to take the place of a 77)’. 

1 Translated from Zeitschrift fuer die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, Hft. 2, 1887, pp. 290-293. 
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2. Yet he erred in his zeal to remove the unpronounceable name of God, 
and corrected a /}*)? instead of a Ff)p7’ into DON. 

8. If, accordingly, the text originally read, Ww) Diy ry? =]8OD , there 
is here not only the removal of D'F5XX , but also the addition of a verb. 

4. This reading is supported by a parallel passage, 2 Sam. vit. 16, NOD 
DIY 53 ry); cf. Lam. v.19. For the use of pow as simple accusa- 
tive there may be compared Ps. xXLvil. 15; Lu. 10; LXI. 8; LXVI. 7; LXXXIX. 
2, 3, 38; CIv. 5. 


Il. Dror. XXXIII. 21. 


The following conjecture, which I had already made several years ago, I 
publish chiefly because I learn from Dillmann’s latest commentary on Deuter- 
onomy that this investigator, unfavorable as he is to conjectural criticism, is 
himself here induced to make an emendation, and indeed exactly at the same 
word where I also regard an emendation necessary, but where I, on the ground of 
the LXX., dare to go yet further. Of course I do not mean that I have herewith 
placed the passage beyond dispute; but I regard as right the way which I have 
taken to correct it. The difficulty of the M. T. is, on the one hand, in pido , and 
on the other, in the succeeding words DY °WN NA). The difficulties of these 
need, among the friends of the Old Testament, no detailed statement. 

If now there is anything clear, it seems to me this, that the LXX. did not 
know our text. If at least dpyévrwr, as is generally accepted, is to be a translation 
of ppm , then the following cvvyypuéver dua is evidently not = NP dD , and 
Dillmann is certainly right in his conclusion. Now it seems possible to me to 
get the LXX. text with the greatest ease by transposition of POD ; quoting it 
with its vowel signs it reads, DY WN POON" = and the heads of the 
people assembled themselves. 

The advantages of this are evident. The senseless pdd disappears; we 
gain at once the simplest explanation for the anomalous N°) and at the same 
time the most beautiful agreement in number between Ot" and its verb. Of 
course the words now form a direct allusion to Num. xxxm., to the solemn 
assembly of the heads of the people in which the possession of the Jordan was 
allotted to Gad. 

In the preceding part of the sentence, the LXX. restored, indeed, the subject 
according to the sense, by means of 67: éxei iuepiodn y7. Yet, out of their text, we 
can get with certainty a 75M for MOON. Referring p/m to Moses, we then 
get either DM Apon ow %> , where the direct object of ow , following of 
itself from the context, would be omitted: 

‘“‘And he chose for himself the first part [viz., the land east of the Jordan] ; 


For this the leader appointed for his inheritance 
When the heads of the people assembled themselves.”’ 
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Or we might read ppt npn ov 9, changing Ppa: 


‘*And he chose for himself the first part [the land east of the Jordan] ; 
For there his portion was assigned him 
When the heads of the people assembled themselves.” 


Of course the sentence DY °Y/N") SON. still follows up somewhat 
disconnectedly on that which precedes. I therefore leave open, as a further 
possibility, the assumption of erasing it altogether as a gloss, pointing to Num. 
XXXIU., and resting on verse 5, DY °YN7 ONT - Then the following: 
“He executed the justice of Jahve with Israel,’”—would fitly unite with the first 
half of the verse, which reports that a prominent portion was allotted to him. 

At all events, it seems to me that, by following this conjecture, the fearful 
groping and essaying with pod and WS, which one meets with in all exposi- 


tions, will cease. 

















THE ARRANGEMENT OF THE WORDS IN THE HEBREW 
NOMINAL SENTENCE.’ 


By C. ALBRECHT. 





All languages distinguish between verbal and nominal sentences, according to 
the different parts of speech which can form a predicate. The former is a sen- 
tence in which the subject is (virtually) a noun and the predicate a finite verb; 
the latter is a sentence in which the subject, as well as the predicate, are 
(virtually) nouns. When such virtual nouns, in the position of subject or predi- 
cate, are represented by independent sentences, we have a compound sentence. 
Accordingly, the difference in the kinds of sentences rests on the different parts 
of speech in the predicate. As nouns can indicate only rest, continuance, fixed- 
ness, etc.; and verbs, motion, action, development; so the nominal sentence 
describes, or gives to the subject, an abiding attribute or condition; and the 
verbal sentence expresses a movement or the development of an action, or say a 
condition (in case of neuter verbs).2 In reference to the arrangement of the 
words in the simple nominal sentence, which has not been accurately indicated in 
any grammar of the Hebrew language, but, on the contrary, often even falsely 
stated, I have, in comparison with the Arabic and Aramaic, arranged tables 
which embrace the entire Old Testament. 

The result of it is as follows:—In the nominal sentence the chief emphasis 
rests on the subject, and the chief interest attaches to it as the object which is 
thought of as being in a position or condition or as provided with an attribute. 
The regular arrangement of the words in the nominal sentence of all Semitic 
languages is, therefore, subject-predicate; not regarding, of course, the arrange- 
ment of words in poetry, which here, as in most languages, takes more license. 
In Arabic this rule is more easily recognized, and has therefore, generally 
speaking, been always rightly understood; but in Hebrew and Aramaic it is 


1 Translated from Zeitschrift fuer die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, Hft. 2, 1887, pp. 218-224. 

2 In this definition of the Semitic nominal sentence, account has not been taken of the exact 
but unscientific statements of Arabic grammarians, which corresponé only in part to the above. 
Cf. “Ajrumiyyah,”’ ed. Trumpp, Miinchen, 1876, v1. § 46 seq.; “‘ Mufassal,’’ ed. Broch, Christiania, 
1859; and on this, “‘ Beitriige zur Erkliirung des Mufassal’’ von Trumpp, Miinchen, 1878, 1884, § 24 
seq.; “‘ Ueber den arabischen Satzbau nach dem arab. gramm.”’ von Trumpp, Miinchen, 1879, 11. 
These are followed by Caspari-Miiller and Gesenius-Kautzsch, while others still treat nominal 
and verbal sentences together; so Ewald, Uhleman, Winer, Niiglesbach, Miiller, ‘‘ Hebr. Schul- 
grammatik,”’ §§ 497-504, Eng. translation, § 125 seq., Hollenberg, § 43b. The correct definition 
Noéldeke gives in his “Syrische Grammatik,” § 309 seq.; so also Stade, ‘‘Hebr. Gram.,”’ § 381 (cf. 
§ 180a), bases upon it the explanation of formation of the Hebr. verb. In regard to others, 
everyone who lectures on Hebr. grammar and syntax, gives it, no doubt, as I, for example, 
heard it from Philippi-Rostock. 
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more difficult. We will consider in particular the arrangement of words in the 
Hebrew according to the different parts of speech in the predicate: 

A. The predicate is a substantive. 

Rule: The arrangement is subject-predicate ; e. g., Gen. x11. 10. 

Exceptions: 

1. The substantive as predicate must precede when there is a special empha- 
sis on it, so as to make it prominent to the eye and to the ear; e. g., Jud. Xviit. 29. 

2. The substantive as predicate may precede. 

a) If the subject isa pronoun. This latter rule, of which we find as yet no 
trace in Arabic, goes through all other Semitic languages, and that quite natu- 
rally, for the person, here assumed as generally known, excites less interest than 
that which is said of him; e. g., 1 Sam. xv. 29. 

b) So as to avoid the harshness (nachklappen) of its following a subject 
which consists of several words; e. g., Exod. vi. 14, 15. 

c) In the case of a question; e. g., 1 Sam. xvi. 4. 

The arrangement is freer in poetry, where, on account of chiasm, with spe- 
cial frequency, the predicate precedes in one member and follows in the second 
or the reverse; e. g., Ps. XLVI. 8, 12. 

B. The predicate is an adjective : 

Rule: The arrangement is subject-predicate ; e. g., Gen. 1. 12.1 

Exceptions: 

1. The adjective as predicate must precede when there is a special emphasis 
on it. This is especially often the case when the adjective is a comparative; e. g., 
Gen. il. 6; Iv. 13. 

2. The adjective as predicate may precede: 

a) When the subject is a pronoun, cf. A. 2. a.; e. g., Exod. 11. 2. 

b) So as to avoid harshness (nachklappen) when it would follow a subject 
consisting of several words; e. g. 2 Kgs. xx. 19. 

c) In case of a question; e. g., Num. xIv. 3. 





1 While elsewhere in Arabic the rule for the arrangement of the words (viz., subject-predi- 
cate) is strictly carried out in the nominal sentence and exceptions occur only singly in inter- 
rogative sentences, when the predicate is to be made especially prominent, when the subject is 


limited by Yt or Us . Cf. Sura x. 54, 78; 1x. 130; v. 60; in this case the arrangement of words 
S S 


in Arabic is exceedingly free and in all probability not original. 
The regular arrangement must take place: 1) when the subject is a pronoun, e. g., Sura 11.4; 


cr. 5; or 2) when the predicate is limited by Si or Lt , @. g., Sura LXVII. 9, 20. 
oS oS 


Inverted arrangement must take place: 1) when there is united with the subject a pronoun 
which refers to something in the predicate, e. g., Sura crx. 6; 2) when the subject is limited by 


a -& 
Sf or Ls! ,@. g., Sura 11. 19; xv. 21. 


Otherwise the arrangement is without rule, in spite of all the statements of Arabic gramma- 
rians (cf., for example, Trumpp, “ Mufassal,”’ § 28, “‘ Ueber den arab. Satzbau,” 1.3). The prep- 
ositional expression as predicate, is sometimes put after, if no ambiguity is to be feared. 
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To the arrangement of words in poetry what was said under A. applies; e. g., 


Ps. xxx. 4. There is only to be noted that in the poetic sections of the Old 
Testament the adjective occurs very often as a comparative in the predicate, and 
to this circumstance is due the fact that it more frequently precedes. Thus, of 
the cases in Koheleth, about twenty in all, only 11. 17 and XI. 7 are not compara- 
tives. 

C. The predicate is a participle. Here also the rules under A. apply; e. g., 
Gen. 1. 2; 2 Sam. xvir. 10; Gen. m1. 14; Deut. xxvii. 4; 2 Sam. x. 3; Ps. 
Oxi: 7. 

In Aramaic, on account of the frequent use of the participle instead of the 
finite verb, the arrangement is practically without rules, cf. Noldeke, ¢ 309, 324. 

D. The predicate is an adverb or adverbial expression. 

Rule: The arrangement is subject-predicate; Num. xiv. 43. 

Exceptions: 

1. The adverb as predicate must precede : 

a) When there is a special emphasis on it; e. g., Gen. XLV. 6,11; 1 Sam. 
xx. 36. 

b) As interrogative adverb; e. g., Gen. IV. 9, XVIII. 9. 

2. The adverb as predicate may precede : 

a) When the subject is a pronoun; e. g., Gen. XLIv. 10. 

b) To avoid harshness (nachklappen) when it would follow a subject consist- 
ing of several words; e. g., Num. XIII. 22. 

c) Ina relative sentence, where it appears closely joined by Maqqéph to the 
nota relationis; e. g., Gen. I. 11. 

For the arrangement in poetry, what was said under A. is applicable; e. g., 
Koh. xu. 11. 

E. The predicate is a prepositional expression. 

Rule: The arrangement is subject-predicate. 

Exceptions : 

1. The prepositional expression as predicate must precede, when there is a 
special emphasis on it. This is especially frequent when, by means of a nominal 
sentence the verb to have, to possess, is paraphrased (there is to him = he has), 
the prepositional expression being virtually the subject; e. g., Gen. xvii. 14; 
XXVI. 20. 

2. The prepositional expression as predicate may precede : 

a) When the subject is a pronoun; Gen. XXvVI. 24. 

b) To avoid harshness (nachklappen) when it would follow a subject consist- 
ing of several words; e. g., Num. XXxiI. 9; 1 Sam. XXv. 2. 

c) In ease of a question, Gen. XXx1. 14; XxXxXvitI. 25; but cf. 2 Sam. xvii. 


29, 32. 


— 
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d) Ina relative sentence, when it generally appears joined to the nota relati- 
onis by means of Miqqéph; Gen. 1. 29, 30; v1. 17; xxxrv. 14; Lev. xiv. 40. 

For the arrangement in poetry, compare what was said under A., and Ps. x1. 4. 

F. The predicate is an infinitive. 

Rule: The arrangement is subject-predicate ; e. g., Isa. XXX. 7; Jer. XXII. 16. 

Exceptions are not found in the Bible. 

More frequent than the use of the simple infinitive as predicate in the nom- 
inal sentence is the use of the infinitive with 5 where we then generally translate : 
there is; in order to; can; must. Cf. Ewald, 2 237c. 

G. The predicate is a numeral. 

Rule: The arrangement is subject-predicate ; e. g., Exod. Xvi. 86; XxXv1.2. 

Exceptions: The numeral as predicate must precede when there is a special 
emphasis on it; e. g., Num. XI. 21. 

H. The predicate is a pronoun. 

Rule: The arrangement is subject-predicate; e. g., Gen. XXvul. 21, 24; Isa. 
xu. 4. (It was I). 

Exceptions: The interrogative pronoun as predicate always precedes; e. g¢., 
Gen. XXIV. 65; only two exceptions are found in the Bible, Exod. xv1. 7, 8. 

When a sentence has several subjects or several predicates, regularly and 
commonly, those parts of the sentence which belong together stand also together ; 
e. g., Gen. X. 2,3; x1. 13. There are, however, cases where several subjects 
enclose the predicate or several predicates enclose the subject ; especially is this 
so in poetry; e. g., Amos Vv. 20; Prov. vim. 18; Ps. CXLvIiu. 5, 6. 

In one case there is no exception to the general rule for the arrangement of 
words in the nominal sentence, viz., in the so-called circumstantial or conditional 
clause, even not in poetry; e. g., Gen. x1x. 1; Judges tv. 5; Koh. m1. 3. 














TRANSLITERATION AND TRANSLATION OF CYLINDER A 
OF THE ESARHADDON INSCRIPTIONS (I R. 45-47), 


By RoBerRT FRANCIS HARPER, PH. D., 


Instructor in Yale University, New Haven, Conn. 

A transliteration and translation of Cylinder A, together with parts of B and 
a few other texts, was published in 1880 by Ernest A. Budge in his History of 
Esarhaddon. This book, however, is unsatisfactory from a textual as well as 
from a lexicographical stand-point.1 His edition of the text of Cylinder A is, on 
the whole, no better than Rawlinson’s copy in The Cuneiform Inscriptions of 
Western Asia, vol. 1. In some places he has corrected the text; but, in others, he 
has changed the text where it had already been published correctly. His methods 
of textual criticism are unscientific, since he does not seem to have made sufficient 
use of the helps at his disposal. Cylinder C,? which is of the greatest importance 
for the reconstruction of the text of A, has received little or no attention. 

On account of these defects in Budge’s treatment of the text, I was led, by 
the suggestion of Professor Friedrich Delitzsch, to take up the study of the Esar- 
haddon inscriptions. In the summer of 1885, while studying in the British 
Museum, I collated A and B, and copied C, together with several other unpub- 
lished texts. This collation forms the basis of the corrections? which I have 
offered to the texts as published by Rawlinson, Smith, and Budge. Although the 
text of Esarhaddon is generally regarded as an easy one, there are, nevertheless, 
many difficult words and expressions to be found in it. For some of these I have 
offered new transliterations and translations. In one of the following numbers 
of HEBRAICA I shall publish some notes in defense of these readings. 

To my friend and teacher, Professor Friedrich Delitzsch, I am greatly 
indebted for suggestions and help in my study of the Esarhaddon texts: 


1 Cf. Fried. Delitzsch in the Literarisches Centralblatt, May 21, 1881. 

2 Cf. my article in HEBRAICA, Oct., 1887, ‘Some Unpublished Esarhaddon Inscriptions (Cylin- 
der C; 80, 7-19, 15, PS. and K. 1679).” 

3 Cf. my article in HEBRAICA, April, 1887, “‘Some Corrections to the Texts of Cylinders A and 
B of the Esarhaddon Inscriptions as published in I R., 45-47, and III R., 15, 16.” 
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TRANSLITERATION. 

CYLINDER A. 
[ASirahiddina tar AxSir Sar Suméri] u Akkadi 
{apal Sinahérba] Sar A&Str 
{apal Sarrukénu] Sar A&Sér 
[Sa ina tukulti] ASdr Sin Samak 
Nabi Marduk [star Sa Nina 
Istar $a Arba'il ilani rabati bélésu 

] 


ultu sét Sam&i adi eréb Sam&i 


ittallakuma mAahira 14 isd 

Kasid Sidini Sa ina kabal tamtim 
sapinu gimir dadmésu 

dirsu u Subatsu assuhma 

kirib tamtim addima 

aSar maskanisu uhallik 

Abdimilkiati Sarraku 

$a lapin kakké’a 

ina kabal tamtim innabtu 

kima nani ultu kirib tamtim 
abarsuma akkisa kakkdsu 

nakmu buSasu hurdsi kaspi abné akartu 
maxak piri Sin piri uSa urkarina 
lubulti birmé u kité mimma sumgsu 
nisirti ékallisu 

ana mudé aglula 

niséSu rapSati Sa niba 14 18a 
alpé u séni iméré 

abuka ana kirib A&sir 
upa(h)hirma Sarrani Hatti 

u ahi tamtim kélixSunu 

ina asri Sanimma 4la uSépisma 
[Kar-AStrJahiddina attabi nibitsu 
nisé hubut ka&ti'a Sa Sadi 

u tamtim sét Sam%i 

ina libbi uSésib 

Sudsaki’a pihati elisunu a’kun 
u Sandidarri 

Sar Kundi Sizé 

nakru aksu 14 palih béliti’a 
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TRANSLATION. 


CYLINDER A. 


. [Esarhaddon, king of Assyria, king of Sumer] and Akkad 


[son of Sennacherib], king of Assyria; 
[son of Sargon], king of Assyria: 
who, under the protection of Asir, Sin, Sama’. 


. Nabt, Marduk, [star of Nineveh, 


star of Arbela, the great gods, his lords, 
from the rising of the sun to the setting of the sun 
marched without a rival. 


The conqueror of Sidon, which lies in the middle of the sea, 


. the overthrower of ail its dwellings ; 


its wall and its dwelling (houses) I tore down 

and threw them into the sea, 

and destroyed its site. 

Abdimilkati, its king, 

who, before my weapons, 

into the midst of the sea had fled, 

like a fish, from the midst of the sea, 

I drew him out and cut off his head. 

His accumulated property, gold, silver, precious stones, 


. elephant skin, elephant ivory, usu and urkarénu wood, 


variegated and linen clothing, of every description, 
the treasure of his palace, 

in great quantities, I carried away. 

His numerous men, who were without number, 
oxen, sheep and asses 

I brought to Assyria. 

I assembled the kings of Hatti 

and of the sea-coast—all of them. 

In another place, I caused the city to be built 

and [Kar-ASérJahiddin I called its name. 

The men, the booty of my bow, from the mountains 
and the sea of the rising of the sun, 

I caused to dwell there ; 

my officer and governor I placed over them. 





And Sandiaarri, 


king of the cities of Kundi and Siza, 
a powerful enemy, who did not respect my lordship, 
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Sa ilani umaksiruma 

ana Sadé marsiti ittakil 

u Abdimilkiti Sar Sidtini 

ana résitiSu iskunma 

sum ilani rabiti ana ahamés izkurima 
ana emikéSun ittakla 

anaku ana A&ir béli’a attakilma 
kima isstri ultu kirib Sadi 
abarsSuma akkisa kakkasu 

a8su danan ASir béli’a 

nisé kullumimma 

kakkadé Sandiarri 

u Abdimilkiti 

ina kiSadi rabitiSun Alulma 

itti zamméré(?) u 

ina rébit Nina etétik 


Salil Arzani(?) 
[8a ité(??)] nahal Musri 

“i idkésu 
ana Assar dra 
ina téhi abulli Sa sét Sa Nina 
itti asi kalbi u Sahé 


usésibsuntiti kamés 


u Te’uspa Gimirré 

umman-manda Sa aSarsu raiku 

ina irsitim HubuSna 

adi gimir ummanisu ura(s)siba ina kakki 
Kabis kisadi nisé Hilakki 

Du’ua asibit hursani 

Sa téhi Tabal 

xa eli SadéSunu (danniti) ittaklima 
ultu dmé pani 14 iknuSd ana niri 
XXI alanisunu danniti 

adi alani sihrati Sa limétiSunu 
almé ak&Sud aSlula Sallatsun 

abbul akkur ina iSfti akmu 
sititésunu ka hittu 

u kullultu 14 isd 

kabtu nir béliti’a émidsuniti. 
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who had forsaken the gods, 

to the impassable mountains he trusted, 

and Abdimilkiti, king of Sidon 

came to his help. 

The name of*the great gods they both despised (?) 
and trusted to their own forces. 

I trusted in ASdr, my lord, 

and, like a bird, from the midst of the mountains, 
I drew him forth and cut off his head. 

In order to show the men the power 

of A&Sdr, my lord, 

the heads of Sandidarri 

and Abdimilkiti 

upon the necks of their great men I hung. 

With male and female singers(?), 

into the streets of Nineveh I marched. 


The despoiler of Arzani, 
which is on the banks of the river of the land of Egypt. 





to Assyria brought. 
In the vicinity of the eastern gate of Nineveh, 
with wild boars, dogs and wild beasts 


. I eaused them to sit in chains. 


And Té’uspa of Gimir 
an umman-MmManda, whose residence was afar off, 
in the Hubuéna territory, 


together with the whole of his army, I ran through with the sword. 


. The trampler upon the necks of the men of Hilakki 


Dw ua, the inhabitants of the mountain-ridges, 
which lie in the vicinity of Tabal ; 

who trusted to their [mighty] mountains, 

and from days of old had not been subject to any yoke ; 
XXI powerful cities, 

together with the smaller cities of their territory, 
I besieged, captured, carried away their spoil, 

I destroyed, tore down and burned with fire. 
Upon the rest, who had not committed sin 

and crimes, 

I placed the heavy yoke of my lordship. 
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Da’is Barnaki nakru aksu 
asxibite TilaSdri 

$a ina pi nisé 

Mehranu Pitanu 

inambii zikirsSun. 

Musappih nisé Manna 
kuti 1a sanku 

$a ummanati [Spaka 
Agguza kidru 14 mu&ézibisu 


inaru- ina kakki 


Tarid Nabi-zér-napisti-ustésir apal Marduk-apal-iddina 
Xa ana Xar Blamti ittakldma 

14 usézibu napSatsu 

Na’id-Marduk ahusu 

assu epésS arditi’a 

ultu kirib Elamti innabtamma 

ana Nina 4] bélati’a 

illikamma unassik Sépé’a 

mat tamtim ana sihirtiSa 

riddt ahiSu uSadgil panuS&u. 

Nabi’ Bit-Dakkiri 

8a kirib Kaldi aiab Babili 

kama Samas-ibni Sarrisu 

ishappu habbilu 14 palihu zikri bél bélé 
Sa eklé aplé Babili 

u Barsap ina parikte itbaluma 

aSsu andku puluhti Bél u Naba ida 
eklé Sinati utérma 

pan aplé Babili u Barsap 

usadgil 

Nabdé-sallim apal Balasu 

ina kusséSu uSéSibma 


isAta abSani. 


Adumt al dannite Aribi 
{Sa] Sinahérba Sar A&Sdr 
[aba] bani’a ikSuduma 


ilanisu 
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The treader upon the land of Barnaki, a powerful enemy, 
the inhabitants of Tilasdri 
who in the language of the people 


- Mibranu Pitanu 


they call their name. 


The scatterer of the inhabitants of Minni, 

the kutd, the unsubmissive ; 

who subdued the armies of [Xpaka 

of ASguza—an alliance that did not save him— 


with (his) sword. 


The driver away of Nabiti-zér-napisti-uStésir, son of Mardukbaliddin, 
who trusted to Elam, 

but did not save his life. 

Na’id-Marduk, his brother, 

in order to subject himself to me 

fled from Elam, and 

came to Nineveh, my lordship’s city. 

and kissed my feet. 

The sea-land, in its extent, 

the dominion of his brother, I entrusted to him. 


Who tore away Bit-Dakkiri 
which is in Kaldi, an enemy of Babylon. 
The binder of Samas-ibni, its king, 


. a foolish (?), bad person, who did not fear the renown of the lord of lords, 


who had taken away the fields of the Babylonians 
and Borsippans by force. 

Because I knew the fear of Bél and:Nabi 

these fields I returned, and 

to the Babylonians and Borsippans 

I entrusted. 

Nabi-Sallim, son of Balasu, 

I placed on his throne 

and he was tribute to me. 


Adumi, the powerful city of Aribi 

[which] Sennacherib, king of Assyria, 

[the father], my begetter, had captured and 
his gods 
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fislula] ana AsSér 

ira 

{(Haza’Jilu Sar Aribi 

itti tamartisu kabitte 

ana Nina 4] béliti’a 

illikamma una&Ssik sépé’a 

aSSu nadan ilanisu usallénima 
rému arsisuma 

ilani S4tunu anhisunu uddikma 
danan ASir béli’a 

u Sitir Sumia eliSunu uSaStirma 
utérma addinsu 

Tabia’a tarbit ékalli’a 

ana Sarriti eliSunu asSkunma 

itti ilanisa ana matiSa utérsi 
LXV gammalé eli madati 

abé’a mahriti uraddima 

ukin siruSsu. 

Arka Hazijilu Simtu dbilSuma 
Ta’ilu apalsu 

ina kusséSu uséSibma 

X mana hurasi M abné bériti 

L gammalé M gunzi (?) rikké 
eli madate abéSu uraddima émidsu 
Bazu nagi Sa agarsu raiku 
mi-3id(?) nabali kakkar dabtu aSar sumdme 
CXL kasbu kakkar bagé 

pukuttu u aban pi-sabiti 

XX kasbu kakkar siri u akrabi 
$a kima zirbabé mali ugaru 

XX kasbu Hazi Saddi sag-gil-mud 
ana arki’a umasSirma étik 

xa ultu timé ulliti 

la illiku Sarru pani mahri/a 

ina kibit ASdr béli’a 

ina kirbiSu Salt4nis attallak. 

VIII Sarrani Xa kirib nagé 8i’atu 
adik ilaniSunu namkdriSunu busasunu 
u niséSunu aglula ana kirib A&Ssir 
Lalé Sar Iadi 


$a ultu lapin kakké’a ippargidu 
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had carried away, to Assyria 

had brought ; 

[Haza’Jilu, king of Aribi, 

with his heavy present, 

to Nineveh, my lordship’s city, 

came and kissed my feet. 

For the return of his gods he besought me, and 
I showed him compassion. 

The injuries of these gods I repaired, and 

the power of Asir, my lord, 

and the writing of my name upon them I caused to be written, 
and gave them back. 

Tabti’a, who was reared in my palace, 

I appointed to sovereignty over them, and 


. with her gods to her land I returned her. 


LXV camels in addition to the former tribute 

of my fathers, I added and 

set on him. 

Afterwards, fate carried Haza’ilu away, and 

Ia’ila, his son, 

I placed on his throne. 

X maneh of gold, M brilliant (?) stones, 

L camels, M gunzi of sweet smelling herbs, 

in addition to the tribute of his father, I added and placed on him, 


. Bazu, a district, whose situation is afar off, 


a. . . . of land, a wearisome(?) country, a barren place, 
CXL kasbu of swampy land, 

pukuttu and gazelle-mouth stone ; 

XX kasbu of snakes and scorpions, 

which, like grasshoppers, filled the country ; 

XX kasbu of Hazii, a mountain of sag-gil-mud stone 

I left behind me and I marched. 

Where, from days of old, 

no king before me had gone, 


5. by the command of ASir, my lord, 


into its midst I marched victoriously. 
VIII kings of that district I killed, 
their gods, property, possessions, 

and men I carried away into Assyria. 
Lalé, king of Iadi’, 

[who] before my weapons had fled, 
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at ee eer 
ilanisu iSméma 


Nina 4l 


adi mahria illikamma 


Sallat 


ana bélati’a 


unassik Sépé’a 


rému arsisuma aktabisSu ahuflap] 
ilaniSu Sa aSlula danin A&sdr béli’a 
eliSunu a&turma utérma addinSu 


Bazi 


uSadgil painussu 


nagé <f’atu 


biltu mandatu béliti’a 


ukin sirussu 


Béliki8a apal Bundni Gambula 

Sa ina XII kasbu kakkar ina mé u apparati 
kima nani Sitkunu Subtu 

ina kibit A&dr béli’a hattu imkutsuma 
ki tém ramdaniSu 

biltu u mandatu 
gimahhé suklul Samna 
aibilamma unas8ik Sépé’a 
rému arsiSuma uSarhissu libbu 


Sapi-Bél al dannitisu 


dannassu udanninma 

sasu adi sabé ka&tiSu ina libbi 
usélisuma 

kima dalti Elamti édilSu 
Patuxarra nagi <a ité bit MUN 


Sa kirib Mada rakiti 
$a pati Bikni Saddé ukné 


Sa ina Sarrani dibé’a mamma 14 ikbusu 


irsitim matiSun 

Sidirparna Eparna 
hazanati danniti 
ga 14 kitnuSi ana niri 


SaSunu adi nikéSunu sisé rukdbéSunu 


alpé séni iméré uduré 


Sallatsun kabittu aSlula ana ASSir 


Uppiz hazan Sa Partakka 


Zanasana hazan Sa Partukks 
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heard of the carrying away of his gods, and 

to Nineveh, my lordship’s city, 

into my presence he came, and 

kissed my feet. 

I showed him compassion and spoke to him of peace(?). 
Upon his gods, which I had carried away, I wrote 
the power of ASdar, my lord, and gave them back. 
The district of Bazi 

I entrusted to him, 

the taxes and tribute of my lordship 

I imposed upon him. 


Bélikiga, son of Bunani, of Gambal, 
who, at the distance of XII kasbu of land in the water and marshes, 


. like a fish had fixed (his) dwelling ; 


by the command of Air, my lord, terror struck him. 

Of his own accord, 

taxes and tribute, 

large oxen, completely fattened 

he brought and kissed my feet. 

I showed him compassion and I made his heart confident. 
Sapi-Bél, the city of his strength, 

its strength I strengthened, and 


. he himself, together with his bow-men, 


I caused to go up into it, and 
like a door of Elam, I shut it up. 





PatuSarra, a district on the borders of 

which is in the midst of the far-off Medes, 

on the borders of Bikni, a mountain of alabaster stone, 
the territory of whose land no one 

among the kings, my fathers, had trodden, 
Sidirparna Eparna, 

the powerful city-officers, 

who were not under subjection to any yoke, 

they themselves with their men, horses, chariots, 
oxen, sheep, asses, dromedaries, 

their heavy spoil I carried away to Assyria. 


Uppiz, city-officer of Partakka, 
Zanasana, city-officer of Partukka, 
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Ramaté’a hazan Sa Urakazabarna 

Mada &a aSarsunu riku 

Sa ina tarsi Sarrani abé’a irsitim A&Sir 
la ibbalkitfinimma 14 ikbustii kakkarSa 
puluhtu raSibat ASfr béli’a ishupSundtima 
murniski rabiti ukna tib matisu 

ana Nina 4l béliti’a 

isSinimma unassikii Sépé’a 

assu hazanati Sakatu idkisuniti 

bélati usallama 

éri8i’inni kidru 

Sudsaké’a pihati 

Sa pati matisun 

ittisunu uma’irma 

nisé asibit Alani SAtunu 

ikbusima usaknissi SépaSun 


biltu mandatu béliti’a SattiSamma ukin sirfiSun 


Ultu A&gir Sama’ Bél u Nabi 
[Star 8a Nina [Star Sa Arba’‘il 
eli nakiré’a ina |éti 
usazizinima amsi mala libbi’a 
ina kisitti nakiré Sadliti 

Sa ina tukulti ilani rabati bélé’a 
ikSuda kata’a 

esrét mahazé Sa A&&tir 

u Akkadi uSépisma 

kaspi hurasi usa'inma 
unammera kima dime 


Ina imésSuma ékal mahirte 

xa kirib Nina 

$a Sarrani dlik mahri abé’a 

usépisi ana Sutésur karAsi 

pakadi murniské paré 

narkabati bélé unit(e) tahazi 

u Sallat nakiré gimir mimma Sumsu 
$a AStir Sar ildni 

ana e&Ski Sarrati’a iSruka 

ana Sitmur sisé 


sitamduh narkabati 


yA? 


{a8ru Sa’atu imisannima] 




















30. 


35. 


40. 


50. 


60. 


CYLINDER A OF THE ESARHADDON INSCRIPTIONS. 111 


Ramaté’a, city-officer of Urakazabarna, 

Medes, whose situation is afar off, 

who, under the reign of the kings, my fathers, the territory of Assyria 
had not crossed over and had not trodden its ground, 


. the fear of the might of ASdr, my lord, overwhelmed them. 


Large horses, alabaster-stone, the choice of his land, 

to Nineveh, my lordship’s city, 

they brought and kissed my feet. 

As for the city-officers, faint-heartedness(?) struck them ; 
they besought my lordship, and 

they asked of me a treaty. 

My over-oflicers, the prefects of 

the border of their land, 
I sent with them. 
The men, the inhabitants of these cities, 
they trampled upon and subdued. 

The tribute and taxes of my lordship I imposed upon them forever. 


From the time that ASir, Sama, Bél and Nabi, 
Istar of Nineveh, [Star of Arbela, 

had set me in power over my enemies 

and I had found the fulness of my heart, 

with the booty of my numerous enemies, 
which, under the protection of the great gods, my lords, | 
my hands had captured, 


. the temples of the cities of Assyria 


and Akkad I caused to be built, and 
with silver and gold I adorned them, and 
I made them as bright as the day. 


In those days, the former palace, 

which is in Nineveh, 
which the kings, my forefathers, 
had caused to be built, for the stowing away of the camp, 
for the sheltering of the horses and bulls, 

chariots, weapons, utensils of war. 


. and the spoil of the enemies, everything of every description, 


which ASiar, the king of the gods, 
for the strengthening of my kingdom had presented, 


for the stalling of the horses, 
and the hitching-up of the chariots, 
[that place had become too small for me, and] 
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nisé matati hubut kaSti’a 

allu umSikku uSaSSiSunitima 
ilbind libnati 

ékallu sihra Sf’atu 

ana sihirtisa akkurma 

kakkaru ma’du kima ahaztimma 
ultu libbi eklé abtukma 

eliSa uraddi 

ina pili aban Sadi danni 

tamlé uSmalli 


Adkéma XXII Sarrani Hatti 

$a ahi tamtim u kabal tamtim kéliSunu 
uma irsuntitima 

gustré rabiti dimmé siriti 

abime erini Surméni 

ultu kirib Sirdra Labnana 

lamassé léte zazatu 

askuppat agurré 

Sa gis-sir-gal aSnan 

tur-mi-na tur-mi-na-tur-du 
en-gi-damku a-lal-du 

gi-na hi-li-ba ultu kirib hur’ani 
agar nabnitisunu 

ana higahti ékalli'a 

marsi§ paskis 


ana Nina uSaldidtni 


Ina arhi Sémé Gmu mitgari 

eli tamlé Si/atu 

ékallati rabbati 

ana mi&ab_ bélutia 

abtani siruSSu 

bitanni $4 XCV ina I ammati rabitim ina arkat 
XXXI ina I ammati rabitim rapSat 
Sa ina Sarrani Alik mahri abé’a 
mamma 14 épusu andku épus 
guétré erini siriti 

uSatrisa elisa 

dalté Surméni Sa erésina tabu 


mésir kaspi u siparri urakkisma 
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. the men of the countries, the booty of my bow, 


I caused them to carry allu umS8ikku 
and they made bricks. 
That small palace 


. I tore down entirely. 


A large quantity of ground, in accordance with my means, 
from the midst of the fields I cut off, and 


added to it. 
With freestone, a stone of the mighty mountains, 


. I filled out its terrace. 


I assembled XXII kings of the land of Hatti, 
of the sea-coast and the middle of the sea; to 
all of these I gave my commands, and 

large beams, mighty posts 


. of abime, cedar and cypress 


from the midst of Sirara and Labnana, 
brilliant colossi and bull-colossi(?) 
Einfassungsschwellen of 

gis-sir-gal and aSnan Stone, of 


. turmina turmina-turdu 


én-gi-damku alaldu 

gi-na hi-li-ba, from the mountain-ridges, 
the place of their production, 

for the requirements of my palace, 

with labor and with difficulty, 

they caused to be drawn to Nineveh. 


In a fortunate month, on a favorable day, 
upon that terrace, 

great palaces 

for the dwelling of my lordship, 

I built upon it. 

A palace, whose length was XCV great cubits, 
whose breadth was XX XI great cubits, 

which, among the kings who went before me, my fathers, 
no one had built, I built. 

Mighty beams of cedar 

I laid in rows upon it. 

Doors of cypress-wood, whose odor was good, 
with a covering of silver and copper, I bound 
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uratta babésa 

lamassé u Sédé ka abné 
$a ki pi SikniSunu 

irti limni utardé 

nasiru kibsi mukallimu 
tallakti Sarri banisSunu 
imnu u Sumélu uSasbita 
SigarSin 

ékal pili u erini 

. (See corrections to text 
ana multa’fiti béliti’a 
naklik usépis 

lamassé éré maxsalte] 

$a ahénna pana u arka 
indta[]a] kil4tan kiribSa ulzifz] 
dimmé erini siriti 

abime kulil babéSin émid 


‘sihirti ékalli Satu 


nibihu pasku sa KA ukni 
usépi8ma uSalmé kililis 
si-él-lu mat gi-gu kima, (??) 
uSashira gimir bibé 

sikkat kaspi ebbi u siparri namri 
uratta kirib[Sin] 

danin Asir béli’a 

$a ina matati nakrate 

éteppusu 

ina Sipir harrakite ésika kiribSa 
kira mahhu tamsil Hamanim 

$a kala rikké u esé 

hurrusu itaSa émid 

kisallasSa rabés(?) urabbima 
tallaktaSa ma’dis urappié 

ana maskit sisé kiribSa 

Suktu uSéSeramma 

usahbiba atappis 

ékallu Si’atu ultu uSséSa 

adi tahlubiga 

arsip uSaklilma lulé umalli 
e8-gal kisib-kak-kak-a 
ékallu pakidat kalamu azkura nibitsa 
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and I hung as its gates. 

Bull-divinities and colossi of stone 

which, according to their position, 

turn the breast of the enemy, 

which protect the path, render inviolable 
the way of the king, their builder, 

to the right and left I caused them to take 
their positions. 

A palace of freestone and cedar 
Su-té-mu-du-ti(?) 

for the renown of my lordship, 

artistically I caused to be built. 

Glittering female colossi of bronze 

which looked sidewards, forewards and backwards 


. I placed in it on both sides. 
. Mighty beams of cedar, 


of abimé, as the fastening of their gates I placed. 
The surrounding-wall of that palace 

nibihu pasku of pi-stone and alabaster 

I caused to be made and to surround like a wreath(?). 
a 6 like : 

I caused to surround the whole of the gates. 

Doors of pure silver and shining copper 

I hung in their midst. 


. The power of ASdr, my lord, 


which I had exhibited 

in hostile countries, 

by the work of the engravers, I carved in it. 
A large park like those of Haman, 

in which every sort of spices and trees 

was planted, I placed on its sides. 

Its ground-floor I greatly enlarged, and 

its path I made much wider. 

For a drinking-place for the horses, within it 


. I had a watering-trough constructed and 


arranged after the manner of a canal. 

This palace, from its foundation 

to its roof, 

I erected, caused to be completed and fitted out with fulness. 


. Ekallu pakidat kalama 


i. e., the palace guarding everything, I called its name. 
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Agtir [star Sa Nina ilani A&ssdér 

kalisunu ina kirbiga akrima 

niké tasrihte ebbiti 

maharsun akkima 

uSambira kadra'a 

ilani Satunu ina kan libbisunu 

iktarraba Sarriti 

rabiti u niké mati’a kalisunu 

ina ta-zir-te u kiréti 

ina passtri tasilati 

kirib’a u&éSibma 

uSaliga nuparSun 

karané kurunnu amkira surrasun 

Samnu résti Samnu gu-la amuhhagunu uSaski 
ina kibit ASdr Sar il4ni u ilani Assir 
kalisunu ina tib Séré hud libbi 

nummur kabitti sébé littite 

kiribSa darés lurméma 

lusba lalasa 

ina zak-mukki arhi résti kullat murniské 
paré iméré gammal¢ 

bélé unit tahazi 

gimir ummani Sallat nakiré 

Satti8amma la naparka 

lupkida kiribsa 

ina kirib ékalli Stu 

sédu damku lamassu damku 

nasir kibsi Sarriti’a 

muhadi kabitti’a 

darés listabri ai ipparki idaé&a 

ana arkat timé ina Sarrani aplé’a Sa ASdr u [8tar 
ana bélit mati u nis¢ inambdé zikirsu 
enuma ékallu Satu ilabirfima in(n)ahu anhissa luddié 
ki Sa anaku muSarii Sitir Sum Sarri abé bani’a 
itti muSaré Sitir Sumi’a aSkunuma 

atta kima idtima muSarfi Sitir Sumi'a 
amurma Samna pu&suS niki iki 

itti muSaré Sitir Sumika Sukun 

ASdr u I[&8tar ikribika iSemma. 
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Asir, [star of Nineveh, the gods of Assyria, 

all of them, I invited into it. 

Large and clean sacrifices 

I sacrificed before them, 

and I presented my presents. 

These gods, in the steadfastness of their hearts, 

looked with favor on my kingdom. 

The great men and inhabitants of my country—all of them— 
with eating (?) and feasting, 

with the dedicatory vessels, 

in its midst, I caused to sit, 

and I caused their hearts (spirits) to rejoice. 

With wines and cider I bribed (?) their hearts, 

the best oil I offered (??) them, I caused them to drink. 

By the command of Axtr, king of the gods, and the gods of Assyria, 
all of them, in health of body, joy of heart, 

cheerfulness of spirit, abundance of offspring, 

within it, may I continually dwell, and 


5. may its fulness be sufficient. 


On the beginning of the year, in the first month, all of the horses, 
bulls, asses, camels, 

weapons, utensils of war, 

all the soldiers, the spoil of my enemies, 

yearly, without fail, 

within it may I store away. 

Within this palace, may the 

gracious bull-divinities and gracious colossi 

protecting the footsteps of my majesty, 

causing my spirit to rejoice, 


. 13. forever show themselves, may they not separate from its side. 


For the future, among the kings, my sons, whomsoever Axir and [tar 


. call to he ruler of land and people, 


at the time when this palace becomes old and weak, may he repair its 
damage. 

Accordingly as I placed the inscription of the king, my begetter, 

with the inscriptions of my name, 

so do thou as I did, and look after my inscription, 


. and cleanse it with oil, sacrifice sacrifices, 
with thy own inscriptions place it. 
Axdr and [star will hear thy prayers. 








JEWISH GRAMMARIANS OF THE MIDDLE AGES. 


By Pror. Morris JASTROW, JR., PH. D., 


University of Pennsylvania, Philadelbhia, Pa. 
V. 
DONASH BEN LABRAT. 

It occasionally happens that a man attains fame not for any pronounced 
merits of his own, but because he chances to be thrown in contact with some 
eminent personage, either as a friend or as an opponent. Boswell is remembered 
solely because he followed Johnson about like a shadow. Lessing replies to the 
attacks made upon him by Goetze, and in this way ensures for the latter a lasting 
celebrity, though not of the most enviable kind. Ddéndsh b. Labrat enjoys the 
distinction—if distinction it be—of being the opponent of Saadia Gaon and of 
Menahem b. Sarik. Whether he had otherclaims for being remembered or not, 
he is known to us only as the author of two sharp polemical treatises; the one 
containing a pointed criticism of Saadia’s Arabic translation of the Bible;1 the 
other, an attempt to discountenance Menahem’s standing as a grammarian, under 
the guise of a would-be friendly review of the latter’s dictionary. 

Concerning the life and career of Déndsh we know nothing but that he was 
born in Fez, and was a contemporary of Menahem b. Saruk. It would seem as 
though Dénash never completed the criticism of Saadia’s translation, or—which 
is perhaps more probable—the single manuscript which exists of the work? con- 
tains only an abstract of the whole. Ddéndsh picks out the flaws in the translation, 
shows that in many places Saadia misunderstood the sense, in others was misled 
by external resemblances to confuse stems together which had nothing to do with 
one another. There is no doubt that in many, if not in most, of the criticisms 
which Dénash makes, he is fully in the right. So in the very first paragraph of 
his ‘‘ Replies” he points out that Saadia reads the word MVIN (Exod. 11. 5) 
for MVS ; and renders “and she stretched out her fore-arm,’ > though the 
Targum also adopts this interpretation. Again, misled perhaps by the following 
word, Saadia takes %’? }t)} DANS (Num. xxiv. 6) in the sense “as tents, 
the Lord planted.’ Ddénish shows the objections to such a rendering. In this 


1 See HEBRAICA, Vol. I11., No. 3. 

2 Published by Robert Schréter (Breslau, 1866), under the title j3 on BI MAWN Wd 
pea AMTYD 139 Oy I>. 

3 In accordance with an opinion in Lotah, 12a, and Exodus Rabbah, s. 1. 


4 v. B*rakhoth, l6a. 





























JEWISH GRAMMARIANS OF THE MIDDLE AGES. 119 


way he passes on from word to word through the 192 paragraphs comprising the 
part of the treatise that is known to us. Assuming that he is always justified 
in his objections, he is still not warranted in speaking with such severity and at 
times contempt of Saadia’s work as characterize the critique. Allowance may of 
course be made for the customs of the time. Ddénash lived in an age when a 
spade was called a spade, and when, in their warfare with one another, scholars 
vied with each other in the use of opprobrious epithets and slanderous insinua- 
tions—remnants of which period may still be found in our own days. But Dénash, 
it is fair to suppose, outstepped the bounds of what was even then considered 
legitimate criticism; and especially in his treatment of Menahem, he is generally 
bitter, and at times extremely coarse. The consequence is that, even when we 
are forced to admit the correctness of Déndsh’s censures, our sympathies are still 
with the nobler Menahem, whose unselfish labors were received in so unworthy a 
manner. The opposition on the part of Dénash did not cease with the publication 
of his T*sibbéth,) but was extended to charges of a more serious character. 
Exactly of what nature these charges were, we do not know; but we do know 
that they cost Menahem his happiness and for a time his liberty. His house, for 
some reason or other, was ransacked and he himself thrown into prison. There 
are good reasons for believing that Dénish was implicated in these indignities 
offered to a man who seems to have been the embodiment of the quiet and unas- 
suming scholar. 

In the introduction to the critique Dénish, it is true, claims to hold Menahem 
in high esteem. He calls him ‘‘ my brother,” prays that God may shower bless- 
ings npon him, confesses the reluctance with which he undertakes his task. ‘I 
reprove thee,” he says, ‘‘ only in the hope that thou mayest love me still more; ”’ 
and adds, ‘*‘ How much better, besides, is open reproof than concealed love.”” But 
these and other complimentary phrases are scarcely in keeping with the bitter 
words with which almost every paragraph closes. Ddénish’s purpose to throw 
ridicule on Menahem is only too clear. Now, Menahem is a ‘fool,’ then, a 
‘“‘ deceiver,” and again, an ‘“‘ignoramus.”” He misguides the young; he does not 
know what he is talking about; he is lacking in the first rudiments of Hebrew,— 
in such terms does Dénash constantly speak of his rival. All this, however, must 
not blind us to the merits which the T*sabhét possesses. While Déndsh cannot 
be said to have advanced the study of Hebrew grammar, still the testimony must 
be awarded him that he was successful in picking out the great defects in the 
theories and views of Menahem. Ddénash has a keener sense for the niceties of 
grammar than Menahem; he enters deeper into the spirit of the language; and 
even where his reasoning is unsatisfactory, his instinct frequently leads him on 
the right path. He also seems to have had a far better acquaintance with some 
of the cognate Semitic languages, especially Arabic and Aramaic, than his con- 


1 Ed. by Filipowski (Criticae Vocum Recensiones Donash ben Librat Levitae), London, 1855. 
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temporaries in general; and this no doubt was of great advantage to him in open- 
ing his eyes to the lack of method in the theories of the Jewish grammarians of 
the day. 

His criticism is twofold. He attacks the interpretations which Menahem 
gives of biblical passages and of the meanings he assigns to words, and on the 
other hand points out errors in tracing words to their stems, in throwing verbal 
forms together which have nothing in common, in mistaking nouns for verbs, 
suffixes for parts of the stem and the reverse; and more the like. He embodies 
his objections in the form of a poem—if a conglomeration of rhyming stanzas 
may be called a poem—which but for a kind of a commentary which he has fortu- 
nately attached, explaining at length on what grounds his differences are based, 
would be perfectly unintelligible. Even as it is, despite the prosaical supplement, 
there are many passages which are absolute enigmas, though for our consolation 
be it added, that we probably lose very little by our inability to fathom them. 
For the understanding of Déndsh’s position it suffices to confine ourselves to his 
prose, which, in contradistinction to his heavy verse, is graceful, fluent, and 
extremely pleasant to read. 

As a specimen of his method, his reply to Menahem’s argument against 
Jehuda Ibn Koreish’s explanation of SIN v5 (Jer. x1. 19) as “lamb and ox,”’ 
may be selected. Menahem, it will be remembered,! asserts that the waw con- 
junctive can only be omitted in a continuous series of at least three words, and 
even then there is a waw just before the last of the words thus placed in juxtapo- 
sition. Furthermore, the singular of the verb (95}°) which follows shows that 
the subject also must be a singular. Ddndsh disputes both assertions, and justly 
so. Examples such as 5)? WY PY wre (Hab. mi. 11) prove that the waw 
may be omitted in the case of two words; and in the second place, there are 
many instances where a singular verb is attached to a plural subject, or has for its 
subject two nouns; e.g., 55 mye” mp el (Prov. XXVII. 9), sou mae) 
DJ” (Esth. tv. 14). Dénash accepts, accordingly, the interpretation given by 
Koreish. In his opinion there is an intentional contrast between the small and 
great. The prophet wishes to say that both lamb as well as ox shall be carried to 
the slaughter. The arguments of Déndsh are sound enough to set aside Mena- 
hem’s objections; but, for all that, Menahem is right and Koreish wrong. The 
context clearly demands such a translation as ‘‘ I am like a tame lamb led to the 
slaughter.”’ 

In general, Dénaish may be said to be a closer or rather a sharper reasoner 
than Menahem. He pays greater attention to minute details, and there is little 
that escapes his critical eye. Menahem rather carelessly mistakes the word DSY 
in YN pay DOYS (v 39, 7) for “image,” for which Dénash takes him 
severely to task. He shows that the stem is the same as that of PYASY, and 


1 See HEBRAICA, Vol. IV., p. 82. 
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hence the phrase is to be rendered ‘‘in darkness man wanders about.” It is 
important to note that Déndsh is not led astray by the Massoretic vocalization of 
mynoy to explain it (as has so often been done) as a combination of two words. 
For him the word is an abstract noun, formed just as mn7p (Isa. L. 3), and he 
also attempts to give a reason for the curious vocalization, in which, however, he is 
less successful. The fact is that the Massoretes believed the word to be composed 
of Sy and #\)%, and vocalized it accordingly. But rejecting the ‘“‘ punning”’ 
etymology, we are justified in setting aside the eee vocalization, and read 
instead “‘ salmat.”’ 

Menahem again exhibits a neglect of detail in throwing 5X55 ("3 (Hos. x. 
14) under the same category as 5" ‘to ensnare,”’ and also similarly deriving 
SN (Hos. 11. 24) from yt. regarding the two final letters as added, though 
without any apparent reason and without affecting the sense in any way. To 
Dénash, such a notion seems preposterous. Both words, he says, can of course 
only be nothing else than proper names. He pounces unmercifully on this unfor- 
tunate error of Menahem’s. ‘I should like to know,” he says, ‘‘ how you propose 
to translate SY? FD Sy ON D7 AN IPD) (Hos. 1. 4), if oxy 
is a common (and nota proper) noun? Perhaps, ‘I shall visit the sowers of the 
ground in the house of Jehu ?’” 

In this way Dénash proceeds to expose the weaknesses and defects of Mena- 
hem; but while, as already intimated, he succeeds in doing this—and in so far, 
his critique is of considerable value to us—he cannot be said to stand on a higher 
plane than the unhappy Menahem. Like so many critics, he fails to improve 
upon the production he endeavors to overthrow. So while rejecting most of the 
attempts on the part of Menahem to trace verbal forms to uniliteral stems, he yet 
admits the existence of such stems. The stem of 73 is not a mere “}, as Menahem 
thinks; but this, he says, is the case with %5 jaX 7 | (Lam. 1. 53). Again 5 
‘‘thus ”’ belongs to the class of indeclinable particles like 7J5, °5, {)*: SN). pr: 
and the like. The stem is nota J: but consists of two letters; however, vont 
(Exod. xvii. 6) and °°) (Judges xv. 8) do go back to such a uniliteral stem. The 
main difference between him and Menahem is that, while the latter consistently 
carries out his principle that no letter which at any time may disappear from the 
word can belong to the stem, Déndsh sets up no theory whatever, but is, in great 
part, led by his instinct to reject the etymologies of Menahem. On the other 
hand, Dénash is unquestionably superior as an exegetical critic. Here he is gen- 
erally extremely happy and ingenious. His interpretation of verse 13 of the very 
difficult Psalm Lv. merits quoting. According to Déndsh, the poet says, speaking 
of his distress, that, were it simply an enemy against whom he were obliged to 
contend, he might bear his fate quietly. He could seek refuge from one who 
hates him, but it is “thou a man of my rank, an associate, an intimate friend.” 
Dénash adds, ‘‘It is a well-known fact that it is much harder to bear the 
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reproaches of a friend than those of an enemy, and one can escape an enemy, but 
it is impossible to avoid a friend, to whom one has poured out one’s whole heart.”’ 

Again, as already intimated, the use he makes of his thorough acquaintance 
with Arabic, gives him an advantage over Menahem. He frequently compares 
Hebrew words with their Arabic equivalents. In one instance he enumerates 
about 260 words common to Hebrew and Arabic, and defends himself against the 
objection that was no doubt raised against this comparative method, by pointing 
out the closeness of the relation existing between the two languages. He also 
has at least an inkling of a Lautverschiebungsgesetz; for he says that there is an 
interchange of letters among the words as they pass from one language to the 
other. An JY in one becomes frequently a j in the other; a D here is a tv’ there ; 
a v in Hebrew is represented by a Pin Arabic; af, bya; aff, byaS. We 
also find in his grammar for the first time a systematic division of the parts of 
speech into nouns, verbs and particles; or, as he calls them, D535) Maw 
OST MIDNA). We may be permitted to conclude from this that Dénash 
made a study of Arabic grammarians; for the terms used by Dénish represent 
the Hebrew equivalents of those used by Sibawaihi in his grammar,! hats owl 
aad me) ‘ 

In this way, by directing attention to the Arabic as a help towards a better 
understanding of Hebrew, he paves the way for Abu Zakarijjd Jahja ben Dawid 
Hajjug, who, by a more systematic and more extended application of Dénash’s 
comparative method, inaugurates a new era in the study of Hebrew grammar. 


| Kitab Sibawaihi, ed. by Hartwig Derenbourg (Paris, 1881), vol. 1., p. 1 











>GONTRIBUTED + NOTES.< 


On Job III. 14, in? man p37 .—Matthes (Het Boek Job, 1876, p. 67) 
and Kuenen (Theologisch “Tijdschrift, 1873, p. 518) both suspect the reading of this 
passage, the latter remarking, ‘‘ Corruptions of this kind can easily be pointed 
out, but will seldomif ever be cured.” Bickell, however, who is not in general slow 
to correct, adheres to the Massoretic text, explaining F535 IN, with Schlottmann 
and Delitzsch, of palaces or monuments destined to become, or (if mausolea) to 
remain desolate and uninhabited (see his article in Zeitschrift fuer katholische 
Theologie, 1886, Heft 3). Dillmann and Davidson both see that this puts too 
great a strain upon the expression (cf. Job xv. 28), besides being opposed to 
Hebrew usage. Both, too, agree with the Dutch critics in suspecting corruption, 
but neither of them has proposed this very simple correction, viz., for in? to 


read Diy: ef., for the phrase oy nan. Isa. LI. 9; LXI. 4; Jer. XLIX. 18. 
These three passages, however, need not of course control our exegesis of the cor- 
rected phrase. That poi may have the sense of ‘‘ the primeval world ”’ (xa/acox 
xéouoc, 2 Pet. 11. 5) is clear from Job xx. 15; ef. Ps. cxxLi. 4 (Lam. 111. 6); Isa. 
XLIV. 7; Ezek. xxvi. 20. The last-mentioned passage is specially helpful, 
because it says (if I am not mistaken) that not only, as in Job xxu. 15, 16, the 
primeval men themselves, but also their cities, had been thrust down by the 
Divine Judge into She’ol (cf. Matt. x1. 28). It is of this nether world that the 
impassioned patriarch Job is speaking. That the wise men whom he and his 
friends represent meditated on the fate of the antediluvians, is apparent from the 
passages already referred to. How natural it seems that Job should speak of 
himself, imaginatively, as meeting in She’ol the mighty kings and counsellors 
who had built those spacious ruins which challenged the attention of newly 
admitted ‘‘ shades" (Refaim)! I am well aware of the ingenious explanations of 
the received text which Matthes and others have collected. To each of them 
there is some cogent objection. Perhaps it may be objected to my own exegesis 
that PADS VI 735 means, in usage, to * build up ruined places," so it does in 
Isa. LXI. 4; but must it mean this in a widely different context? We must 
remember that, according to the popular Semitic belief, the judgment of God was 
limited to the “land of the living tyrant-kings and oppressed subjects were 
alike “cut away from this hand” in the under-world. Hence, in spite of Job 
xxi. 14, 16, an innocent child (of rich people) might, in Sheol, become the 


neighbor of great though sinful kings (ae yet there was no division in Hades 


aceorl'ing to the character of the previous life Notice, in conclusion, that Job 
itt, 14, interpreted as above, caste a fresh light on verse 15. the epenker is on the 
verge of the complaint which embitters the subsequent outpourings of his much 


texplain the gold and silver there mentioned 
ordance with lea. v. i4 


tried soul, | mean that we neal no 
of treasures buried in mausolen, but interpret it in ace 
All the glory of these mighty Kings has gone down with them and with their old 


world ruined cities inte the under» .. «1 
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>BOOK + NOTICES.< 





EINLEITUNG IN DEN THALMUD.* 


This excellent treatise of seventy pages is an off-print of the article ‘‘ Thal- 
mud” in the second edition of Herzog’s Real-Encyklopadie. In the preface the 
author states that it is his purpose to give from an objective and purely scientific 
stand-point, a bird’s eye view, of the field covered by the ‘‘ Thalmud;” and the 
testimony must be awarded him that he has fulfilled not only his promise, but 
also the high expectations warranted by the acknowledged eminence of Strack’s 
scholarship. It is by far the best treatment the subject has ever received in an 
encyclopedic work. ‘The arrangement is an admirable one, and leaves nothing to 
be desired. In eight chapters he passes in review briefly and yet, through the 
copious references which are given, exhaustively the divisions of the work, the 
arrangement of parts, the contents of the sixty-three treatises of the Talmud. 
Besides this, he gives a history of the compilation, chronological lists of authori- 
ties quoted in the Talmud, and closes with a practically complete bibliographical 
index. A feature of the monograph which is worthy of note is the consistency 
with which the method of transcription adopted by Strack is adhered to. In this 
respect it is a safe guide, although there are some objectionable points in Strack’s 
system, notably the use of two and three letters to indicate one sound. But in 
almost every respect, the monograph is exactly what an introduction should be. 
Clear and concise, it is not overcharged with ballast unnecessary for the specialist 
and only confusing to the general student, and by confining itself strictly to the 
subject, equally free from private conjectures as well as from any bias, whether 


favorable or unfavorable. 
MORRIS JASTROW, JR. 


University of Pennsylvania. 





NOTES ON THE HEBREW TEXT OF THE BOOK OF GENESIS.+ 


« 


As is stated in the preface, this ‘‘ volume of notes was undertaken at the 
suggestion of Professor Driver, and is mainly intended for students beginning 
the Hebrew language. The notes are taken chiefly from the best German com- 
mentaries, and do not aim at originality.” Including two brief appendices,—one 
on the structure of Genesis, and the other on the names of God,—there are 380 
pages (73 in. X 5in.). The book contains notes, textual, grammatical and exeget- 
ical, given as briefly as was consistent with the author’s aim, very seldom so 
briefly as to be unintelligible at the first reading. It is a summary of the 
opinions of the best writers; among commentators, the names of Dillmann and 
Delitzsch occurring most frequently ; and among grammarians, those of Gesenius, 
Davidson, Stade, Ewald, for the etymology; and Driver and Aug. Miller, for 
syntax. The readings of the versions are given whenever likely to be of value in 
evidence. In commenting on difficult verses, the author frequently reserves his 


* EINLEITUNG IN DEN THALMUD. By H.L. Strack. Leipzig, 1887. Price, M.1.20 
+ NOTES ON THE HEBREW TEXT OF THE BOOK OF GENESIS. With two appendices. By G. J. 
Spurrell, M. A. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1887. New York: Macmillan & Co. Pp. 380. $2.50. 
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own opinion; and when the best interpreters are at variance, he does not often 
attempt to decide among them. There are exceptions to this; e. g., on page 68, 
where, in interpreting vi. 3, last clause, he decides against Dillmann. 

On this side of the water, this book would not be likely to prove as useful for 
the mere beginner as for the purpose of a rapid and thorough review, for which it 
has very great excellencies. 

There are some points in which the book is open to criticism. At least one 
statement is out of date,—the remark that ‘“habal’”’ is a common word for son in 
Assyrian (p. 48). There are a few infelicities of statement: as that (p. 39) in 
way a the tone is drawn back and the vowel lengthened (the vowel is restored, 
rather, when naturally it takes the tone); also the remark that masculine nouns 
prefer the numeral in the feminine form, and vice versa, is not quite proper 
(pp. 71-77); 958%) is said to be “ pausal form of 55x*” (p. 37), and again it is 
distinguished from SN) said to be ‘the pausal form of the Ist person” (p. 39), 
no hint being given that - is here exceptional. Once in a while a translation 
adopted by our author is ambiguous; as, e. g., that of Gen. 11. 19, ‘‘ whatever he 
called them” (p. 32). It is hardly credible that he could have misunderstood 
Driver (‘‘ Heb. Tenses,”’ 2d ed., 2 38a), or overlooked Dillmann’s interpretation of 
the verse; but we should know his translation of the final clause, in order to be 
certain of this; DAD" , Gen. XIII. 12, does not mean ‘‘ towards Sodom,” but 


‘as far as Sodom.” It is not usual to speak of NSN as an apoc. form (p. 10). 
Some exceptions may be taken to the theory of vowel changes here presented. 
Many distinguished grammarians will object to calling => a short vowel in JOU : 
10/53 (p. 10). On page 5, the author explains 9779 as ‘“‘imperf. apoc. form rr? 5 
for ‘7’, weakened from 97) (like 9 from 5, weakened from 5).” He 
seems to mean that the = before ? is the attenuated —- which came from -= of the 
stem. If this is his meaning, he has misunderstood his reference to Gesenius, 
where it is correctly stated that the final -- is a helping vowel, and that the stem 
vowel -= has been reduced to S‘wA in 5. Cf. the pausal forms 9°, 5, 
which not only have the *___, but restore and heighten the original ~ to: : CE. 


also $f) and W713 on our author’s opposite page (4). Can the author mean 
(p. 181) that [1 of the 3 fem. perf. omits S¢wa in order to distinguish that pers. 
from the 2 fem.? With his explanation of P53) here given cf. a note in 
HEBRAICA for April, 1885, p. 250. The author is to be commended for general 
consistency in transliterations; as, e. g., Onqgelos, p. vi, 4, etc.; Onq., p. 18, 37, 
etc.; Peshittd, p. xii; but why transliterate ‘‘ Kain,” pp. 47, 48, etc., and ‘‘ Kri,”’ 
pp. 81, 204, etc. ? Presumably, he followed Driver in the first instances (‘Tenses,”’ 
p. 161, though “‘Onk.” occurs on p. 303, probably by oversight), and he has the 
same authority for going farther (‘‘ Qri,” ‘‘ Tenses,” p. 161, 204). Only one error 
in reference has been discovered by the present writer, that on p. 13, where the 
note on Il. 3 is probably intended for the reference I. 7. 

These are of minor importance, and in no wise affect the general accuracy of 
the book. It is recommended to all who may wish to refresh themselves in 
Hebrew grammar and to make a rapid survey of the best opinions on the Book of 
Genesis. As asummary of these, it is in every way admirable. 

CHARLES RuFus Brown, 
Newton Theol. Institution. 
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